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IN REPLY REFER TG

United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
CRAIG DISTRICT OFFICE

455 Emerson Street
Craig, Colorado 81625

Dear Reader:

Enclosed for your review is the Proposed Resource Management Plan (Proposed Plan) and Final
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Little Snake Resource Area. The Proposed Plan and
Final EIS is a refinement of the Preferred Alternative contained in the [raft EIS, consisting of
public comment analysis and rewording and correcting for clarification. The Proposed Plan
emphasizes not only the protection of fragile and unique resources but also the proauction and
development of renewable and nonrenewable resources on public land administered by the Bureau of
Land Management (BLM), i.e., surface lands and subsurface federal mineral estate; management
does not apply to other uses unrelated to public land.

This Proposed Plan and Final EIS contains a summary of proposed management actions considered
for each alternative in the Draft Resource Management Plan (RMP) and EIS and a summary of
impacts by altermative. In addition, parts of Chapter 5, a record of public comment on the
Draft RMP and EIS and the BLM's responses to those comments, and changes to the Draft RMP and
EIS resulting from public review and comment are also contained in this document. The changes
identified in the public review process did not require major revision of the Draft EIS.
Therefore, the Draft RMP and EIS, which was distributed to the public in early February 1986,
and this document together constitute the complete Final EIS. A limited number of copies of the
Draft EIS are available at the above address. T

With the exception of the recommendations for West Cold Spring, Diamond Breaks, Cross Mountain,
Ant Hills, Chew Winter Camp, Peterson Draw, and Vale of Tears wilderness study areas (WSAs), the
Proposed Plan may be protested (the final wilderness recommendations for all WSAs except Tepee
braw will be made by the BLM through the Secretary of the Interior to the President and on to
Congress for legislation that would formally designate them as wilderness or release them for
uses other than wilderness). Protests should be sent to the Director (760), BLM, Premier
Building, Room 906, 1725 I Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20Z40, within 30 days of the date of
publication of the Notice of Availability by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency in the
Federal Register. Protests should inciude the following information:

The name, mailing address, telephone number, and interest of the person filing the protest;
A statement of the issue or issues being protested;

A statement of the part or parts being protested;

A copy of all documents addressing the issue or issues that were submitted during the
planning process hy the protesting party or an indication of the date the issue or issues
were discussed for public records; and

- A short concise statemient explaining why the proposed decision is wrong.

After the 30-day protest period and Governor's Consistency Review, the BLM Colorado State
Director will approve the plan, excluding any portion under protest. A record of decision,
outlining the Resource Management Plan for the Little Snake Resource Area, will then be
published.

We would like to thank the agencies, organizations, and individuals whose comments and
suggestions have helped us to prepare a plan that will lead to more effective management of
public lands. Your interest is appreciated.

Sincerely yours,
William J. Pulford
District Manager
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Moffat, Rio Blanco, and Routt Counties, Colorado
(FES 86-15)
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BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
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M%% \, Acting

Neil F. Morck
State Director, Colorado

Type of Action: Administrative (X) Legislative { )

Abstract: The Draft Resource Management Plan (RMP) and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), which is incorporated into this Proposed
RMP and Final EIS by reference, addresses future management options for approximately 1.3 million surface acres of public {and and
24 million acres of federal subsurface mineral estate administered by the Bureau of Land Management in the Little Snake Resource Area
within Moffat, Rio Blanco, and Routt counties, Colorado. The alternatives, designed to provide a variation from resource protection to
resource production contained in the Draft RMP and EIS, include: (1) Current Management Alternative, {2) Energy and Minerals Alternative,
{3) Commodity Production Alternative, {4) Renewable Resource Alternative, (5) Natural Environment Alternative, and (6) Preferred Alternative.
A discussion of the environmental, economic, and social consequences of implementing each of these alternatives is also included in the
Draft RMP and EIS.

The Proposed Plan and Final EIS were developed, in part, from comments received from the public on the Draft RMP and EIS. The Proposed
Plan is a refinement of the Preferred Alternative contained in the Draft RMP and EIS. When the Proposed Plan is completed, it will
provide a comprehensive framework for managing and allocating public land uses and resources during the next 20 years. The Proposed
Plan and Final EIS will also provide the basis for wilderness recommendations by the Secretary of the Interior regarding final designation
. by Congress (these recommendations will be incorporated into a wildemess study report and attendant final wilderness EIS). The Draft
RMP and EIS should be used in conjunction with this document, which also contains modifications and corrections to the draft and comments
received during the public review process.

For Further Information Contact; Duane Johnson, Program Manager, BLM, Craig District Office, 455 Emerson, Craig, Colorado;
Telephne (303) 824-8261.

Protests must be received within 30 days of the date of publication of the Notice of Availability by the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency in the Federal Register.



{N REPLY REFER TO:

C0-934

United States Department of the Interior 1614

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
COLORADO STATE OFFICE
2850 YOUNGFIELD STREET
LAKEWOOD, COLORADO 80215

Dear Recipients of the Final Little Snake Resource Management Plan and
Environmental Impact Statement::

Our staff has discovered that during development of the Final Little Snake
Resource Management Plan (RMP) and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for
lands managed by the Bureau. of Land Management in Colorado portions of the
document were inadvertently omitted. The omissions include portions of the
Coal Priority~Use Area and Other Mineral Priority-Use Area descriptions,
all of the 0il and Gas Priority-Use Areas description, and the section
entitled Text Changes.

Please (1) insert the enclosed errata page for priority-use descriptions in
the final RMP/EIS in the second column on page I-20 between the paragraphs
entitled "Forest Lands and Woodlands" and "Recreation", (2) replace page
IV-12 of the final RMP/EIS with the enclosed errata page IV-1l2, which is

to be (3) followed by errata pages IV-13 and IV-14, also enclosed.

We have requested that the Environmental Protection Agency publish notice in
the Federal Register noting these omissions and extending the period for
comments due on the final RMP/EIS to November 24, 1986. We regret these
omissions and trust they have not caused any inconvenience.

%iqurely,

Neil F. Morck
State Director

Enclosures



Recreation. Lands would remain open to
dispersed recreation until it conflicted with coal
development. Limited development of recreation
sites could be allowed in areas proposed for
underground mining.

Realty Actions. Realty actions such gs rights-of-
way, leases, permits, and land adjustments would

ERRATA, Final Little Snake RMP/EIS (Insert on page [-20, 2nd col., between last full and partial paragraph)

Recreation. Developed recreation sites could be
established, provided they were designed so as
not to conflict with the development of oil and
gas. Lands would remain open to dispersed
recreation.

Realty Actions. Realty actions such as rights-of-
way, leases, permits, and land adjustments would

be ailowed, as long as they did not interfere with be allowed, as long as they did not interfere with
coal development. oil and gas development.

Oil and Gas Priority-Use Areas Other Mineral Priority-Use Areas

. Priority areas for other minerals include areas with mining
- Compatible Uses claims and localities having potential for sand and gravel
sales and development potential for leasable minerals other

Uses that could occur on these lands are: than coal, oil and gas, and geothermal resources.

Coal.  Lands would remain open to federal coal
leasing within the coal planning area. Concurrent Compatible Uses
development of oil/gas and coal resources that

did not result in a significant loss of oil and gas Uses that could occur on these lands are:

production or a significant loss of federal coal
would be encouraged. Any conflicts arising from
concurrent oil and gas and coal development
would be settled by the operators.

Other Minerals. Federal lands would remain
open to exploration and development of other
leasable minerals and to location of mining claims.
Development of other federal leasable minerals
and federal material sales would be allowed,
provided they did not conflict with the develop-
ment of oil and gas.

Livestock Grazing. Lands would remain open
to livestock grazing. New projects or improve-
ments could. be implemented on BLM surface,
provided they did not conflict with oil and gas
development. Stipulations may be used to

maintain existing range improvements and to-

direct reclamation efforts.

Wildlife. Intensive or limited levels of manage-
ment could be implemented, provided practices
and improvements did not conflict with oil and
gas development. Stipulations may be used to
direct reclamation efforts and protect wildlife
habitat.

Wild Horses. Lands would remain open to wild
horse use, but limits could be placed on types
of projects or improvements developed for wild
horses so as not to conflict with oil and gas
development.

Forest Lands and Woodlands. Lands would
remain open to harvesting of forest and woodland
products on BLM surface until it conflicted with
oil and gas development. Disposal of timber
products that are impacted by oil and gas surface
disturbances would be stipulated in leases and
development plans.

Coal. Coal development could occur within the
coal planning area, provided it did not conflict
with other mineral development.

Oil and Gas. Lands would remain open for oil
and gas leasing and development, provided it did
not conflict with other mineral development.

Livestock Grazing. Lands would remain open
to livestock grazing. New projects or improve-
ments could be implemented on BLM surface,
provided they did not conflict with other mineral
development. Stipulations may be used to
maintain existing range improvements and to
direct reclamation efforts.

Wildlife. Intensive or limited levels of manage-
ment could be implemented, provided practices
and improvements did not conflict with mineral
developments. Stipulations may be used to protect
wildlife habitat and direct reclamation.

Wild Horses. Lands would remain open to wild-
horse use, but limits could be placed on types
of projects or improvements developed for wild
horses so as not to conflict with mineral
developments.

Forest Lands and Woodlands. Lands would
remain open to harvesting of forest and woodland
products until it conflicted with mineral devel-
opment. When mining occurs, proper disposal of
timber products would be required.



ERRATA - Final Little Snaké RMP/EIS, (Replace page IV-12 with this page)

TEXT CHANGES

quality of water in surface or underground water systems
that supply alluvial valley floors, will be deferred with
development of specific mine plans or as more data becomes
available

Page A2-23

First column, last paragraph, second sentence. This
sentence should read: Unsuitability determinations on these
areas will be deferred until development of mine plans or
as more data becomes available.

Appendix 4

Page A4-1

Second column, second paragraph, last sentence. Add the
word “existing” before the word preference and add the
word “additionai” before the word data.

Appendix 7

Page A7-1

First column, first paragraph, add the following text.

Soils at this level often include large areas that,
because of steepness of slope, undeveloped profiles,
or rocky outcrops, are mapped at the great group
level rather than at more specific soil series. In
these situation, theré is no range site correlated.
Appendix 5 lists these areas as landforms and
Appendix 6 lists them as “no seral stage.”

First column, third paragraph. Change “1984” to “1983.”

First column, list number 2 under the heading Improve
(I). Change text to read: Significant unresolved conflicts
or controversy may exist between livestock interests and
other resources such as riparian areas, critical big game
habitat, fragile soil areas, etc.

List number 5 under the heading Improve (I). Change
‘text to read: The allotment is currently in unsatisfactory
livestock forage condition and is not near its potential
livestock forage production.

Second column, add the following text as list number
4;

Once final categorization has been completed on
the allotments, they will be ranked for range
improvement expenditures. This ranking will be
published in the rangeland program summary
(RPS) as a supplement to the Record of Decision.

IvV-12

A number of factors would be considered in this
ranking process which would ensure that limited
range improvement money would be spent on
those projects and allotments that could yield the
greatest benefits for dollars invested.

Major considerations for investment would
include allotment categorization (generally I
category would be those higher priority allot-
ments), riparian areas, permittee’s willingness to
contribute, benefit/cost analysis results, and other
significant resource conflicts. Rankings would be
made annually to accommodate changing
situations.

Second column, last paragraph, second sentence, change
“108” to “256.”

Appendix 9

Page A9-1

First column, second paragraph, last line. Add the
following text: Intensive management practices would be
developed for all I category allotments to improve existing
resource conditons. M. allotments would be maintained
under present management practices. Less intensive
management practices would be developed for C allotments
to prevent deterioration of current resource conditions and
potential for improved productivity is limited. The order
of priority for these systems and their associated projects
will be provided in the periodic range program summary
(RPS). :

First column, list number 2 under heading Preference
Number. Delete the words “or additional cross fences.” List
number 3, add the following to the end of the sentence:
“.... Or other management practices.”

Second column, list number 10. Change text to
read: Consolidate this allotment with the following adjacent
allotment:

a. 4218
b. 4521

Second column, list number 1 under heading Reference
Number. Change text to read: This allotment has some areas
that are not properly utilized, because of uneven livestock
distribution.

Yellow Cat
Greasewood

Page A9-2

First column, list number 3. Change sublist c. to Canyon
Creek, and change sublist d. to Shell Creek. Add the
following:
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h. Morgan Creek
i. West Timberlake Creek
j- Beaver Creek

Second column, list number 10. Change text to read: This
allotment could be more efficiently managed as an additional
pasture of an adjacent allotment held by the same livestock
operator.

. Second column, List number 11. Change the text to
read: Periodic influx of large concentrations of wildlife
compete for forage and space with livestock operations.

Appendix 11

Page A11-1

First column, first paragraph, end of first sentence. Add
the following text:

These proposed projects primarily indicate the
expected need for or potential for development
within these allotments. As resource conditions
change, or as more information becomes available,
some of these projects may no longer be necessary
or may not be economically feasible to develop
as proposed. Also, new projects may be proposed
to accommodate intensive management systems.
As these systems have not been developed yet,
it is not known at this time what projects may
be needed to fully implement these grazing
systems.

As for all rahge improvement projects, an
environmental analysis will be prepared to address
the site-specific impacts of each project.

First column, first paragraph, second sentence.
Delete the words “initial short-term.”

Page A17-2

First column, first paragraph under Surface and
. Groundwater Management Actions heading. Delete “under
the Renewable Resource and Natural Environment
alternatives.”

Page A22-2,

Second column, first complete paragraph first sentence.
Delete this sentence.

IV-13

TEXT CHANGES
Appendix 24

Page A24-1

Second column. Add the following legals to All
Alternatives except the Current Management Alternative.

T.4 N.,,R. 86 W, Sec, 24: W1/2SE1/4 SW1/
4, 20 acres
T.6N,,R. 95 W, Sec. 5: lot 8, (10 acres within)

Glossary
Page G-1

After AUM, insert Bankhead Jones Act of 1937.

This act was designed as a relief measure for
farmers as a result of the severe drought during
the 1930s. Title III of the act enabled the federal
government, through the Department of Agricul-
ture, to purchase patented homesteads. Jurisdic-
tion of the acquired lands was transferred to the
Department of Interior by Executive Order 10046
of March 25, 1949, for administration under the
Taylor Grazing Act. The status of mineral estate
on those lands is complex because of differing
methods of disposal and aquisition.

Page G-2

Insert after Conglomerate:

Critical Habitat. Habitat that is essential to the
maintenance of a given species or population,
which, if lost or modified, would adversely affect
that species or population.

Page G-3

Insert after Ecological Seral Stage:
Edge Effect. The influence of one adjoining plant
community on the margin of another affecting
composition and density of the population.

Page G-4

Placer. Text should be changed to read: A glacial or
alluvial deposit of sand or gravel containing eroded particles
of valuable minerals. Such a deposit is washed to extract
its mineral content. In the U. S. mining law, mineral deposits,
not veins in place, are treated as placers, so far as locating,
holding, and patenting are concerned. Various minerals
besides metallic ores have been held to fall under this



ERRATA - Final Little Snake RMP/EIS, (Insert following page IV-13)

TEXT CHANGES

provision; however, some minerals were removed from the
operation of the general mining laws by the Mineral Leasing
Act of February 25, 1920 (41 State. 4371).

Add to Livestock Forage Condition:

Satisfactory - Those acres that are producing
close to thier potential of livestock forage.

Unsatisfactory - Those acres that have a potential
for a significant increase in livestock forage
through cost effective livestock management.
Unsatisfactory livestock forage condition does not
connote low seral stage (poor ecological condi-
tion). Many acres in unsatisfactory livestock forage
condition are in medium or high seral stage (fair
or good ecological condition).

Page G-6

Insert after unconformity: Unitized those lands within
a unit area which are committed to an approved agreement
or plan.

Page G-5

Insert after Sand Stone: Satisfactory Livestock Condition.
See Livestock Forage Condition.

Page G-6

Insert - after Uncomformity: Unsatisfactory Livestock
Forage Condition. See Livestock Forage Condition.

IV-14

References
Page R-2

Add the following references.

Colorado Department of Health. 1984. Water
Quality Control Commission. The Basic Standards
and Methodologies. Denver, CO.

. 1983, Water Quality Control Commission.
Classification and Numeric Standards for South
Colorado Rivér Basin. Denver, CO.

Page R4

Add the following reference.

Duncan, A.C.; Ugpand, R.C.; Bennett, J.D.; and
Wilson, E.A. 1984. Water Resources Data,
Colorado — Water Year 1984, Vol. 3. US.
Geological Survey Water-Data Report CO-84-
3, State of Colorado.

Page R-8

Add the following reference

Steinheimer, J.T.; Ugpand, R.C.; Burch, H.E.; and
Wilson, E.A. 1983. Water Resources Data,
Colorado — Water Year 1983, Vol. 3. US.
Geological Survey Water-Data Report CO-83-
3, State of Colorado. '
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SUMMARY

This Final Resource Management Plan and Environmen-
tal Impact Statement (RMP/EIS) identifies and analyzes
the future options for managing the public lands in the Littie
Snake Resource Area in northwest Colorado. The resource
area encompasses an area of 3.2 million acres in the Bureau
of Land Management’s (BLM) Craig District. Management
decisions have been proposed for the 2.4 million acres within
the resource area for which BLM has administrative
responsibility. :

The resource management plan is being prepared using
the BLM’s planning regulations issued under the authority
of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976.

The planning process began in July 1983 with issue
identification. Public meetings were held in Denver,
Steamboat Springs, and Craig, Colorado. Written comments
were also solicited to determine the scope of the document
and identify the concerns of the public that should be
addressed. The issues identified by both the public and BLM
during this process, which are addressed in the RMP, fall
into five major issue categories:

Issue 1. Determination of suitability of certain areas for
leasing and development—

Issue 1-1. Coal
Issue 1-2. Oil and Gas Development
Issue 1-3. Other Mineral Development

Issue 2. Management of ecological factors, including
vegetation, to best meet livestock, wildlife, and wild
horse needs and demand for forest/woodland
products—

Issue 2-1. Livestock Grazing

Issue 2-2. Wildlife Habitat

Issue 2-3. Threatended/Endangered, Candidate,
and BLM Colorado Sensitive Plant Species

Issue 2-4. Wild Horses
Issue 2-5. Soils
Issue 2-6. Water Resources
Issue 2-7. Forest Lands
Issue 2-8. Woodlands
Issue 2-9. Fire Management
Issue 3. Determination of need for special management
designations—
Issue 3-1. Wilderness
Issue 3-2. Natural History
Issue 3-3. Recreation
Issue 3-4. Off-Road Vehicle Designations
Issue 3-5. Cultural Resources
Issue 3-6. Paleontological Resources

Issue 4. Determination of needed realty actions—

Issue 4-1.  Acquisition/Disposal Areas

S-1

Issue 4-2. Major Rights-of-Way

Issue 5. Determination of access and transportation
needs—

Issue 5-1.  Access Acquisition
Issue 5-2. Boundary Marking
Issue 5-3. Road Requirements

Six multiple-use alternatives were developed to respond
to these issues. Each alternative proposes different solutions
to these issues and concerns and describes the different
management options available to BLM for the Little Snake
Resource Area. Each of the alternatives is a complete,
reasonable, and implementable plan that provides a
framework for managing the public lands and allocating
the resources in the resource area. These alternatives are
summarized below and are described in detail in Chapter
2 of the Draft RMP/EIS. A comparative summary of the
management actions proposed under each alternative is
included in Table S-1 and S-2.

Initially, five alternatives were analyzed: Current
Management (No Action) Alternative, Energy and Minerals
Alternative, Commodity Production Alternative, Renewable
Resource Alternative, and Natural Environment Alternative.
The potential impacts to the environment and nearby
communities of implementing each alternative were
examined and presented to BLM management. Then, based
on this analysis, BLM policy and goals, and the respon-
siveness of each alternative to the issues identified at the
beginning of the process, a Preferred Alternative was
described and the environmental consequences of that
alternative were predicted. A comparative summary of the
environmental consequences of each alternative is included
in Table S-3. The impacts anticipated from all of these
alternatives are described in Chapter 4 and a comparative
summary of impacts is included in Chapter 2 of the Draft
RMP/EIS.

The following description summarizes the key points of
each alternative. :

- CURRENT MANAGEMENT

ALTERNATIVE

The Current Management Alternative is the “No Action”
alternative. It reflects the current management of the Little
Snake Resource Area and portrays how it would continue
to be managed under existing management policy and
practices. Decisions in the various management framework
plans are reflected to the degree that they are consistent
with current BLM policy, existing management practice,



etc. A change would be required in the status of the eight
wilderness study areas (WSAs) in order to comply with
provisions of the Federal Land Policy and Management
Act, which requires that suitable or nonsuitable recommen-
dations be made for all WSAs. The Current Management
Alternative provides a baseline against which to compare
other alternatives. :

ENERGY AND MINERALS
ALTERNATIVE

The Energy and Minerals Alternative would emphasize
the production and development of energy and other mineral
resources. Energy resources, minerals of high interest, rights-
of-way, and other support actions would be favored to help
meet nationwide needs for energy and minerals.

The management of threatened and endangered species,
wild horses, paleontological resources, and rights-of-way
would continue as described under the Current Management
Alternative.

COMMODITY PRODUCTION
ALTERNATIVE

The Commodity Production Alternative would emphasize
both mineral and livestock production from public lands.

The management of threatened and endangered species,
paleontological resources, and rights-of-way would continue
as described under the Current Management Alternative.

RENEWABLE RESOURCE
ALTERNATIVE

The Renewable Resource Alternative would emphasize
the production and management of renewable resources.
It would maximize the sustained yield of renewable goods
and services from public lands to meet local, regional, and
national needs.

The management of threatened and endangered species,
wild horses, and paleontological resources would continue
as described under the Current Management Alternative.

S-2

NATURAL ENVIRONMENT
ALTERNATIVE

The Natural Environment Alternative would emphasize
the protection and enhancement of the natural environment
and resources of substantial scientific interest. It would favor
management and use that do not detract from the natural
setting.

The management of threatened and endangered species
would continue as described under the Current Management
Alternative.

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

The Preferred Alternative would provide an optimum
multiple-use mix by balancing conflicts and providing a
variety of uses. It would provide the necessary constraints
for protecting renewable resources from irreversible decline,
while accommodating production of minerals, livestock
grazing, off-road vehicles, recreation, and other uses.

The management of threatened and endangered species
and wild horses would continue as described under the
Current Management Alternative.

The Draft RMP/EIS was published January 30, 1986,
with a public comment period of February 7, 1986, to May
9, 1986. Public comments received on the draft did not
require any significant changes in data, analysis, or the
expected impacts of the alternative plans analyzed. Therefore,
the entire environmental impact statement has not been
reprinted. Only brief summaries of the alternatives and
impacts, those minor changes in data and impact analysis,
additional coordination and public participation activities,
the Proposed Plan, public comments, and our responses have
been included in this Final RMP/EIS.

PROPOSED PLAN

The proposed plan was developed from: 1)issues raised
throughout the multiple-use land planning process, 2)
decision criteria (page 1-5 of the Draft RMP/EIS), 3) public
input received during the 90-day comment period and at
meetings and workshops on the RMP/EIS, and 4) the
environmental analyses developed on the six alternatives.
If the proposed plan is implemented, use of forage and other
natural resorces will be refined and optimized, energy sources
will be available, and critical resource values such as wildlife;
cultural resources; threatened, endangered, and sensitive
species will be protected.



DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE
PROPOSED PLAN AND THE PRE-
FERRED ALTERNATIVE

The proposed plan varies from the Preferred Alternative
in the following ways. The plan: 1) recommends Cross
Mountain as suitable for inclusion in the National Wilderness

S-3

Preservation System; 2) recommends four wilderness study
areas currently being evaluated under Section 202 of the
Federal Land Policy and Management Act—Ant Hills, Chew
Winter Camp, Peterson Draw, and Vale of Tears—as
nonsuitable for wilderness designation, but they would be
forwarded to Congress for final decision; 3) administers Wild
Mountain as an extensive recreation management area; 4)
revises the definitions of compatible and excluded uses for
each Management Priority Area; and 5) recommends two
areas for disposal that were previously recommended for
retention. '



TABLE S-1

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED MANAGEMENT ACTIONS BY ALTERNATIVE

Issues

All Alternatives

Coal

The application of the
screening procedures would
be used to identify lands
acceptable for further
leasing consideration.

011 and Gas

Public land would be
avaitable for leasing
(except WSAs pending
congressional action, or
areas identified in the
Umbrella Environmental
Assessment for 0i1 and Gas
activities).

Current Management

Energy and Minerals

Approximately 172,200
acres (containing an
estimated 2.8 billfon tons)
would be available for
further consideration for
leasing (approximately
131,200 acres for surface/
underground; approximately
41,000 acres for
underground only).

Approximately 638,800
acres (containing an
estimated 5.8 billjon
tons) would be available
for further consideration
for leasing (approximately
465,700 acres for surface/
underground; approximately-
173,100 acres underground
only).

Other Mineral Development

Public land would
generally remain open to
mineral entry and develop-
ment. The sale of common
variety mineral materials
would continue on a case-~
by-case basis. Geothermal
energy resources or other
leasable minerals would be
leased as the demand
occurred.

1.15 million acres would
be open to leasing with
standard lease terms;
685,927 acres would be
open with seasonal
restrictions (critical
wildlife habitat); 16,240
acres open with no surface
occupancy {critical
wildlife habitat); 27,424
acres would be closed to
leasing as identified in
the Little Snake Resource
Area Umbrella Environ-
mental Assessment for 0i
and Gas Activities.

1.10 million acres would be
open to leasing with stan-
dard lease terms; 685,927
acres would be open with
seasonal restrictions
(critical wildlife habi-
tat); 17,900 acres would
be open with avoidance
stipulations {ACECs);
38,070 acres would be open
with no surface occupancy
{critical wildlife
habitat; RNAs ; recrea-
tional areas); 35,380
acres would be closed to
leasing (proposed
wilderness).

Same

Same, except that 35,380
acres would be withdrawn
from mineral entry
{proposed wilderness)




Commodity Production

Renewable Resource

Natural Environment

Preferred Alternative

Approximately 638,800 acres
{containing an estimated
5.8-billion tons) would be
available for further
consideration for leasing
{approximately 418,700
acres, for surface/
underground; approximately
220,100 acres for under-
ground only).

Approximately 367,100 acres
(containing an estimated
5.2 billion tons) would be
available for further con-
sideration for leasing
(approximately 246,00 acres
for surface/underground ;
approximately 121,100 acres
for underground only).

Approximately 344,900 acres
(containing an estimated
4.9 billion tons) would be
available for further
consideration for leasing
(approximately 225,300
acres for surface/under-
ground; approximately
119,600 acres for under-
ground only).

Approximately 638,800 acres
{containing an estimated
5.8 billion tons) would be
available for further
consideration for leasing
{approximately 396,500
acres for surface/under-
ground; approximately
242,300 acres for under-
ground only]).

1.08 million acres would
be open to leasing with
standard lease temms;
685,927 acres would be
open with seasonal
restrictions {critical
wildlife habitat) : 280
acres would be open with
avoidance stipulations
(ACEC) ; 94,970 acres would
be open with no surface
occupancy (critical wild-
life habitat; RNAs;
recreation areas); 14,081
acres would be closed to
leasing {proposed
wilderness). -

985,15 acres would be open.

to leasing with standard
lease terms; 685,527 acres
would be open with
seasonal restrictions
{critical wildlife
habitat) ; 6,780 acres
would be open with
avoidance stipulations
(ACECs); 143,656 acres
would be open

with no surface occupancy
{critical wildlife habitat;
RNAs; recreation areas;
fragile soils); 56,881
acres would be closed to
leasing (proposed
wilderness).

1.00 mi1lion acres would be
open to leasing with
standard lease terms ;
685,927 acres would be

open with seasonal restric-
tions (critical wildlife
habitat}; 6,780 acres would
be open with avoidance
stipulations (ACECs) ;
93,775 acres would be open
with no surface occupancy
(critical wildlife

habitat; RNAs ; recreation
areas; fragile soils);
90,887 acres would be
closed to leasing

(proposed wilderness).

1.05 million acres would
be open to leasing with
standard lease terms ;
685,927 acres would be open
with seasonal restrictions
(critical wildlife hab-
itat); 18,180 acres would
be open with avoidance
stipulations (ACECs);
35,840 acres would be open
with performance standards
(fragile soils); 51,310
acres would be open with
no surface occupancy
{critical wildlife
habitat ; RNA; recreation
area) ; 36,240 acres would
be closed to leasing
(proposed wilderness).

Same, except that 14,081
acres would be withdrawn
from mineral entry
(proposed wilderness).

Same, except that 56,881
acres would be closed to
mineral entry (proposed
wilderness).

Same, except that 90,887
acres would be closed to
mineral entry {proposed
wilderness).

Same, except that 39,240
acres would be closed to
mineral entry (proposed
wilderness and ACEC).
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TABLE S-1 {Lontinued)

SUMMARY CF PROPOSED MANAGEMENT ACTIONS- BY ALTERNATIVE:

Issies

A1l Alternatives

Livestock Grazing

A1l allotments would be
assigned to one of three
management categories.
Appropriate livestock use
Tevels weuld be based on a
combination of mcnitcring
data and baseline
inventory data. Grazing
Preference weolld remain
active in all allctments
until reliable data were
available.

Current Management

__Energy and Minerals

Use of full preference
(Tob,855 AUMs) would be
authorized and present
management on all
allotments (1,2h6,5%u
acres), existing AMPs
(% ,326 acres), and
implementation cf range
improvements weolld
continue.

Use of 151,%t AUMs would
be authorized; bresent
management cn 176,500
acres (242 allotments)
would continue, land
trcatments on 111
allotments would increase
available forage by 11,300
AUMs; 3% projects would
be developed in 86
allctments, and management
systems would be develcped
for all_allotments,

Wildlife Habitat

Impacts to wildlife
habitat would be mitigated;
monitoring studies would
be initiated; habitat
management plans would be
implemented; threatened,
endangered, and sensitive
species habitat wculd be
protected; and seasonal
restrictions weuld be

imp ¢csed to development
activities within certain
aréas. ) '

Hatitat wculd be provided
on BLM lands to support
approximately 03,400 nule
deer, ©,/00 elk, t,300
pronghcrn and 7U bighern
sheep contributing to tota)
resource area populaticns
of 165,750 deer, 21,500
elk, 4,400 pronghom, and
70 bighorn sheep on an
area-wige Lasis.

Habitat would be provided
on ELM lands to support
53,50L mule deer, 5,500
elk, 5,300 pronghorn, and
70 sighorn sheep
contributing to total
rescurce area pepulations
of pepulations of 89,500
mule deer, 18,30V elk,
7,100 pronghorn, and 70
bighorn sheep area-wide;
Tivestwk/big game winter
and spring range use areas
welld be monitored.

Threatened/Endangered,
Candidate, and Colorado
BLM Sensitive Plants’

No-surface-wcupancy
stipulations to protect
iq§ntified tnreateneaq,
endangered, and candidate
species and avoidance stip-
ulations to protect identi-
fied sensitive plants
would be imposed; plant
inventories would be
conducted.

hNc areas would be
designated to protect
sensitive plants.

Designatial of Ink Spring
KNA and Cross Mountain
Canyon, Irisn Canyon, and
Look out Mountain ACECs
would be suppcerted to
protect Colorado BLl
sensitive plants (16,380
acres).

Wild Horses

Wild Horses would be
1imited to the Sand Wash
Basin; annual counts and
vegetation monitoring
would be conduc tea.

The herd would be
monitored at 160 horses.

Same as Current Management.
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Commodity Production

Renewable Resource

‘Natural Environment

Preferred Alternative

Use of 193,678 AUMs would
be authorized; present
management on 122,800
acres (200 allotments)
would continue ; land treat-
ments on 119 allotments
would increase available
forage by 16,300 AUMs ;
projects would be devel-
oped on 87 allotments; and
management systems would
be developed for all
allotments.

Use of 157,328 AUMs would
be authorized; present man-
agement on 209,674 acres
(252 allotments) would
continue ; land treatments
on 100 allotments would
increase available forage
by 10,249 AUMs; and
management systems would
be developed for all
allotments.

Use of 124,487 AUMs would
be authorized; present
management would continue
on 298,042 acres {286
allotments) ; preference
would be adjusted on 95
allotments (916,007 acres)
to provide for other
demands ; grazing would be
restricted on 41,847 acres;
grazing would be eliminated
on 42,110 acres; and there
would be no new projects.

Anticipated grazing level
of 148,821 AUMs would be
allowed ; present manage-
ment would continue on
257,077 acres (278 .allot-
ments); land treatments on
68 allotments.would
increase available forage
by 9,521 AUMs ; projects
would be developed on 69
allotments; and management
systems would be developed
for all allotments.

Habitat would be provided
on BLM lands to support
49,620 mule deer, 5,000
elk, 4,900 pronghorn, and
70 bighorn sheep '
contributing to total
resource area populations |
of 82,700_mu]e deer,
16,800 elk, 6,600,
pronghorn, and 70 bighorn
sheep.

Habitat would be managed
on BLM Tands to support
maximumn big game popula-
tion levels of 73,000 mule
deer, 7,400 elk, 6,300
pronghorn, and 70 bighorn
sheep contributing to
total resource area
populations of 121,600
mule deer, 24,700 elk,
8,350 pronghorn, and 70
bighorn sheep ; habitat
would be provided to
support 15% increase in
numbers by the year 2000 ;
livestock would be removed
from livestock/wildlife
conflict areas; and
management would be
intensified in riparian
areas would be intensified.

A11 habitat would be
managed for natural
values; wildlife would be
favored over 1ivestock ;
habitat would be provided
on BLM lands to support
66,400 mule deer, 6,500
elk, 6,300 pronghorn, and
70 bighorn sheep contri-
buting to total resource
area populations of
110,600 mule deer, 21,700
elk, 8,350 pronghorn (COOW
1988 objectives), and 70
big-horn sheep area-wide;
and riparian/aquatic
activity plans would

be developed.

Habi tat would be provided
on BLM to support 61,000
mule deer, 5,700 elk,
5,600 pronghorn, and 70
bighorn sheep contributing
to total resource area
populations of 102,000
mule deer, 18,400 elk,
7,500 pronghorn and 70
bighorn sheep area-wide ;
livestock/wildlife
conflicts would be
resolved on a case-ty-case
basis; and conflict areas
and critical habitats
would be monitored.

Designation of Ink Springs
and Limestone Ridge RNAs
and Cross Mountain Canyon
and Hells Canyon ACECs
would be supported to
protect sensitive plants
(3,110 acres).

Designation of Horse Draw,
Ink Springs, Limestone
Ridge RNAs and Lookout
Mountain, Cross Mountain,
Hells Canyon, and Irish
Canyon ACECs would be
supported to protect
sensitive plants (21,700
acres).

Designation of G-Gap, Horse
Draw, Ink Springs, and
Limestone. Ridge RNAs and
Cross Mountain Canyon,
Hells Canyon, Irish Canyon
and Lookout Mountain ACECs
would be supported to
protect sensitive plants
(21,975 acres).

Designation of Limestone
Ridge RNA, and Cross
Mountain Canyon, Irish
Canyon; and Lookout
Mountain ACECs would be
supported to protect
sensitive plants (22,530
acres).

The herd would be reduced
to 65 horses.

Same as Current Management.

The herd would be increased
to 470 horses and new ]
reservoirs and wells would
be developed to provide
water.

Same as Current Management.
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TABLE S-1 (Continued)

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED MANAGEMENT ACTIONS BY ALTERNATIVE

Issues.

A1l Alternatives .

Current Management ..

Energy and Minerals

Soil and_ Water Resources.

Special stipulations would
be applied to surface-
disturbing activities on a
case-by-case basis; plans
would be developed for
stabilizing known areas of
high erosion ; precipi-
tation, sediment, and
salinity stations would be
monitored; water quality
and quantity inventory
would be completed;
quantification of reserved
water rights would be
completed; appropriative
water rights would be
sought; soil surveys would
be conducted in timber
harvest areas; and
watershed activity plans
would be developed.

Salinity control projects
would be implemented ]
where deemed beneficial.

Groundwater inventory .
would be initiated; -
on-site studies would be
performed in coal mine
areas ; impacts of
development activities
would be monitored;
seasonal road closures
would be imposed; and
salinity control project
would be implemented.

Forest.Lands. and Woodlands

Easements for future sales
would be acquired; non-
stocked and poorly stocked
stands would be regener-
ated; public harvest areas
would be opened.

7,000 acres of commercial
forest land and 40,900
acres of productive-
operable woodland would be
intensively managed.

6,180 acres of commercial .
forest land and 38,020
acres of productive-
operable woodland would be
intensively -managed.
Forest management plans
for Diamond Peak/Middle
Mountain, and:Douglas
Mountain would continue.
A woodland managemént nlan
would be developed for the
area. : :

Fire Management

None.

Suppression in certain
natural burn areas (WSAs)
would be limited; the
remainder of the Resource
Area would:be managed as a
suppression zone; and
prescribed burns would be
on _a case-by-case basis.

A fire management plan
would be developed for
full/limited suppression
and prescribed burns.
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Commodity Production

Renewable Resources

Natural Environment

Preferred Alternative

Same as Energy and
Minerals. -

Same as Energy and
Minerals, plus watershed
condition would be
analyzed; no-surface-
occupancy would be stipu-
lated in badlands and
highly erodible areas.

Same as Renewable
Resource, plus aquisition
of nonpublic lands which
produce high sediment or
salinity would be provided
in watersheds where the
najority of the land is
public. '

Same as Energy and
Minerals, plus oil/gas
lease parcels in fragile
soil and water areas would
be reviewed on a case-by-
case basis; special
performance standards
would be imposed; no
surface occupancy would be
allowed directly adjacent
to perennial waters.

6,480 acres of commercial
forest land and 38,550
acres of productive-
operable woodland would be
intensively managed.
Forest management plans
would be revised; an
intensive woodland
inventory would be
conducted; and a woodland
management plan would be
developed.

Same as Commodity
Production.

5,280 acres of commercial
forest land and 36,100
acres of productive-
operable woodland would be
intensively managed;
forest management plans
would be revised; inten-
sive forest/woodland
management in special
management areas would be
restricted; intensive
management practices would
be utilized in forestry
management priority areas
only.

6,330 acres of commercial
forest land and 37,600
acres of productive-
operable woodland would be
intensively managed;
existing forest management
plans would continue to
be implemented.

Same as Energy and Minerals

Same as Energy and Minerals

Same as Energy and Minerals

Same as Energy-and Minerals




TABLE S-1 (Continued)

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED MANAGEMENT ACTIONS BY ALTERNATIVE

Issues

A1l Alternatives

Current Management

Energy and Minerals

Wilderness

A11 WSAs would be managed
in compliance with BLM's
Interim Management Policy

until they are reviewed and
acted on by Congress or the

State Director; designated

wilderness would be managed

in compliance with BLM's
Wilderness Management
Policy and Wilderness Act
of 1964.

A1l WSAs would be )
recommended as nonsuitable
for designation.

Diamond Breaks WSA (35,380
acres) would be recommended
as suitable for designa-
tion; the other 7 WSAs
would be recommended as
nonsuitable for
designation.

Natural History

Avoidance or no-surface-
occupancy stipulations
would be imposed, as
needed, to protect special

values in areas of critical

environmental concern or
research natural areas.

No special management areas
would be designated.

Irish Canyon, Lookout
Mountain, and Cross
Mountain Canyon ACECs
{19,100 acres), and Ink
Springs, Vermillion Creek,
Vermillion Bluffs, and
Calico Draw RNAs (1,70
acres) would be designated.

Recreation

Recreational information
would be provided to the
public; a sign plan would
be implemented; public
access for recreational
use would be acquired; and
visual resources would be
evaluated as a part of
activity and project
planning.

Cedar Mountain recreation
management area {880 acres)
would be developed; Willow
Creek would be managed as

a recreational area.

Cross Mountain (12,700
acres) would be
administered as a special
recreation management area;
Vale of Tears area (7,420
acres) would be managed to
maintain semiprimitive
nonmotorized settings and
opportuni ties.

0f f-Road Vehicle
Designations.

0ff-voad vehicle
opportunities would
continue within the
Resource Area; use in
certain areas would be
restricted to provide for
public safety, protect
resource values or
minimize conflicts.

1,131,110 acres would be
designated open, 168,000
acres limited {to existing
roads), and 890 acres
closed.

982,490 acres would be
designated open, 262,000
acres limited {existing/
designated roads and
trails, permitted uses),
and 55,510 acres closed.
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Commodity Production

Renewable Resource

Natural Environment

Preferred Alternative

Cross Mountain WSA (14,081
acres) would be recommended
as suitable for designa-
tion; the other 7 WSAs
would be recommended as
nonsuitable for
designation.

A11 of the Diamond Breaks
(35,380 acres), Cross
Mountain (14,08) acres),
and Vale of Tears (7,420
acres) WSAs would be
recommended as suitable

for designation; the other
5 WSAs would be recommended
as nonsuitable for
designation.

A11 8 WSAs (90,887 acres)
would be recommended as
suitable for designation.

Diamond Breaks WSA (36,240)
acres would be recommended
as suitable for designa-
tion; tre other 7 WSAs
would be recommended 4as
nonsuitable for
designation.

Hells Canyon and Cross
Mountain Canyon ACECs
(1,480 acres), and
Limestone Ridge, Ink
Springs and Ace in the Hole
RNAs (1,830 acres) would be
designated.

Irish Canyon, Hells Canyon,
Lookout Mountain, and Cross
Mountain ACECs (19,380
acres), and Limestone
Ridge, Ink Springs, Horse
Draw, Vermillion Creek, Ace
in the Hole, and Vermillion
Bluffs RNAs (3,360 acres)
would be designated.

Little Yampa/Juniper Canyon
{21,000 acres) and Irish
Canyon (25,000 acres) would
be administered as special
recreation management
areas; the Diamond Breaks
area {31,480 acres) would
be managed to maintain
primitive and semiprimi-
tive-nonmotorized settings
and opportunities.

Little Yampa Canyon (21,000
acres), Irish Canyon
(15,000 acres), and Cedar
Mountain (880 acres) would
be administered as special
recreation management
areas ; the Colorado
portion of the West Cold
Spring Area {14,482 acres),
and the Ant Hills (4,354
acres), Chew Winter Camp
(1,320 acres), Peterson
Draw {5,16C acres), and
Tepee Draw (5,490 acres)
areas would be managed to
maintain existing simi-
primitive settings and
opportunities.

1,174,269 acres would be
designated open, 78,280
acres limited (existing/
designated roads and

trails, pemitted uses),
and 47,451 acres closed.

919,793 acres would be
designated open, 274,16C
acres limited (existing/
designated roads and
trails, permitted uses),
and 106,047 acres closed.

Irish Canyon, Hells Canyon,
Lookout Mountain, and Cross
Mountain Canyon ACECs
{19,380 acres); Limestone
Ridge, Ink Springs, Horse
Draw, Vermillion Creek, Ace
in the Hole, Vermiliion
Bluffs, Calico Draw and
G-Gap RNAs (4,285 acres);
and Little Yampa Canyon ONA
(12,000 acres) would be
designated.

Irish Canyon, Lookout
Mountain, and Cross
Mountain Canyon ACECs
(21,180 acres), and
Limestone Ridge RNA (1,350
acres) would be designated.

Irish Canyon (15,000
acres) and Cedar Mountain
(880 acres) would be
administered as special
recreation management
areas.

Limited management would
be provided in Irish Canyon
ACEC ; Little Yampa/Juniper
Canyon (19,840 acres) and
Cross Mountain (13,000
acres) would be
administered as special
recreation management
areas. Manage Cedar
Mountain (88C acres) and
two areas on Cold Spring
Mountain (27,600 acres) as
recreation priority areas.

835,308 acres would be
designated open, 343,160
acres limited (existing/
designated roads and
trails, permitted uses),
and 122,172 acres closed.

1,123,670 acres would be
designated open, 127,440
acres limited (existing/
designated roads and

trails, permitted uses),
and 48,890 acres closed.
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TAELE S-1

(Continued)

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED MANAGEMENT ACTIONS BY ALTERNATIVE

Issues

A1l Alternatives

Cultural Resources

Surface-disturbing activi-
ties would be reviewed to
identify and protect
cultural resources : all
identified resources would
be managed commensurate
with their values: if
criteria were met, sites
would be nominated to the
National Register of
Historic Places; general
and site specific cultural
resource management plans
would be developed:

Paleontological Resources

Inventories would be
conducted on a case-by-
case basis as surface-
disturbing activities are
proposed.

Acquisition/Disposal Areas

The Resource Area would be
divided into general
retention and disposal
areas; all forms of land
tenure adjustment would be
allowed on certain lands
within the disposal area
and all forms of land
tenure adjustment, except
sales, in the retention
area would be allowed.
Acquisitions would be
pursued to meet resource
management objectives.

Major Rights-of-Way

Proposed and existing
right-of-way corridors
would be identified as
suitable or unsuitable for

designation ; communications

facilities would be
restricted to existing
sites; minor rights-of-way
would be processed on a
case-by-case basis.

Access, Boundary Marking,
and Road Requirements

None

Current Management

Energy and Minerals

Same

Same

Same

Same

A1l forms of land tenure
adjustment would be
allowed on 1,51 acres

within the disposal area.

A1l forms of land tenure
adjustment would be

allowed on the 6,640 acres
of public land within the
disposal area.

Applications would be

processed on .a case-by-case

basis.

No corridors would be
designated; 49,790 acres
would be identified unsuit-
able for, and 250,915
acres sensitive to routing
of major rights-bf—wéy.

The remainder of the’
Resource Area would be
considered as open.

Administrative access
would be obtained for
timber manaéement and
public access would be
obtained for recreation.

Access would he pursued to
first and second priority
areas for recreation,
followed by first priority
areas for timber
managenent.




Commodity Production

Renewable Resource

Natural Environment

Preferred Alternative

Same

Same

Same

Same

Same

Same

Resource would be

Same as Natural

systematically inventoried,
classified, designated, and
monitored.

Environment.

Same as Energy and
Minerals. .

Same as Energy and Minerals

Same as Energy and Minerals Same as Energy and Minerals

Mo corridors would be
designated; 61,971 acres..
would be identified )
unsujtable for, and 71,225
acres sensitive to routing
of major rights-of-way.

The remainder of the
Resource Area would be
considered as open:

No corridors would be
designated; 106,241 acres
woulc be identified
unsuitable for, and
188,329 acres sensitive to
routing of major rights-of-
way. The remainder of the
Resource Area would be
considered as open.

Same as Energy and Minerals

Access would be pursued to
first priority areas for
forest management, followed
by first priority areas for
recreation,

Six corridors would be
designated; 122,992 acres
would be identified
unsuitable fcr, and
298,780 acres sensitive to
routing of major
rights-of-way.

No corridors would be
designated; 63,350 acres
would be identified
unsuitable for, and 97,465
acres sensitive to routing
of major rights-of-way.
The remainder of the
Resource Area would be
considered as open..

Access would be pursued to
special management areas,
followed by first priority
areas for recreation.

Access would be pursued to
first priority areas for
recreation, followed by
first priority areas for
forest management and
special managément areas.




TALLE S-2

SUMMARY CF PRCPCSED MANAGEMENT ACTICANS

FCk PRCPCSEL PLAW

Issues

Proposed Plan

Coal

Approximately 63&,8G0 acres (containing an
estimated 5.& billion tons) would be available
for further consideration for leasing
(approximately 457,1CC acres for
surface/underground; approximately 161,70C acres
underground only).

--.Cil anc Cas

1.64 million acres woulc be open to leasing with
standard lease terms; 6£5,527 acres would be open
with seasonal restrictions (critical) wildlife
habitat); 1%,160 acres would be cpen with
avoiaance stipulations (ACECs); 35,840 acres
would be open with performance standards (fragile
soils); 52,775 acres woulc be open with no
surface occupancy (critical wilclife habitat;
EliA; preposec wilderness; recreaticnal area);
36,240 acres would be closec to leasing (proposed
wilcerness).

Other Mineral
Development

Same, except that 5C,321 acres would be closec to
mineral entry (proposed wilderness).

Livestock Grazing

Use of full preference {166,ELE Alls) would be
authorized until completion of monitoring
stucies; Tivestock/wilulife conflicts wolla be
resolveG on a case-by-case basis; ¢razing Tevel
of 145,821 ALLs woula be baseline for

mcnitoring. Lang treatments would be implemented
on 6& allotments; projects woulc be developea on
6¢ allotments; and management

systems would be ceveloped on all allotnents.

WiTdTiTe halitat

Habitat would be provided on BLM lands te support
66,400 nmule deer, 6,5CC elk, €,3CC pronghorn, and
7C bichorn sheep contributing to tectal resocurce

‘area populations of 11C,6C0 nule deer, 21,70C

elk, &,35C pronghorn, anc 7C bighorn sheep, until

" completion of monitoring studies;

livestock/wiltdlite contlicts wouls be resolved on
a case-by-case basis; and conflict area and
critical hatitats woulu be monitorea.

"Riparian/aquatic activity plans would be

developea; 3,000 acres of riparian ana 40U acres
of wetland habitat would be inventoried.
liildlife projects would be irplemented.

Threatened/Endangered,
Candidate, and Colorade
BLN Sensitive Plants

Same as Preferred Alternative.

WiTd Forses

Sanie as Current Management.
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SUMMARY

TALLE S-2 (cont'c)

(F PRCPCSED MAKNAGCEMENT ACTIGAS
FCR PRCPCSEL PLAM

Issues

Proposec Flan

Soil and kater Fescurces

Sare as Freferred Alternative.

Ferest Lancs and
koodlands

Sane as Preferred Alternative.

Fire Management

fane as Erergy and Pinerals.

Wilderness

Ciarond Ereaks {3€,24C acres) anc Cross Fountain
(14,;CE1 acres) WSAs would be recomrended as
suiteble for desicnation; the other 6 WEAs woulu
be recormended as nonsuitatle for designation.

Natural History

Same as Preferred Alternative

Fecreation

Little Yampa/Juniper Canyon (1€,€4C acres) would
Le administered as a special recreation
management area. wild Pountain (21,0CC acres),

"Cedar %ountain {(&&C acres), and two areas on (old

Spring Mountain (27,€CC acres) woulc be managed as
recreation priority areas.

Cff-koaa Vehicle
Cesignaticns

€9E,CCC acres woulc be cesignateo'open, 25@,36&
acres lirited (existing/designatecd roads and
trails, pernittec uses), anc £1,6€C acres closed.

CuTtural Fescurces

Sane

Paleontclogical Resources

Sare as hatural Envircnrent.

fcauisition/Cisposal
Areas

A1l ferms of land tenure adjustrent woulcd Le

allowed on the €,67C acres of public land within

the. disposal area.

Major Tights-cof-Vay

Ko corridors would be cesignatec; €3,35C acres
would be icentifiea unsuitable for, and 67,465
acres sensitive to routing of major
rights-of-way. The remainder of the Kesource
Area woulc ke considered as open.

Access, Eoundary harking,
anc Foad Feguirerents

Access would be pursuea to areas for recreation
anc. timber management, as time and funding permit.
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TAB.E S-3

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE

" Resource Current Energy and Commodity
Element Management Minerals Production
Air Quality No significant impacts No significant impacts No significant impacts
Tqugrapny No significant impacts No significant impacts No significﬁnt jmpacts
Coal Sufficient coal would be Sufficient coal would be Sufficient coal would be
available to meet demand. availablé.;o meet demand. available to meet demand.
Lowest acreage 5vailab1e Largest acreage available Largest acreage available
for consideration for “for consideration for for consideration for
leasing (172,000 acres: leasing (638,758 acres: Teasing (638,758 acres:
131,200 surface & under- 465,689 surface & under- 418,665 surface & under-
ground, 41,000 underground ground, 173,069 ground, 220,089
only). Potential bypass underground only). underground only).
situations.
0i1 and Gas 1.15 million acres would 1,10 million acres would 1.08 million acres would

be open to leasing with
standard lease terms ;
special stipulations would
apply on 702,167 acres; no
new leasing would be
allowed on 27,424 acres.

be open to leasing with
standard lease terms ;
special stipulations would
apply on 741,897 acres: no
new leasing would be
allowed on 35,380 acres.

be open to leasing with
standard lease terms
special stipulations would
apply on 781,177 acres ; no
new leasing would be )
allowed on 14,081 acres.

~ Other Minerals’

Ho significant impact

Minor impacts; low level
of restrictions in
general ; closure to

operation of mining laws
(35,380 acres).

Minor impacts; Yow level
of restrictions in
general ; closure to
operation of mining laws
(14,081 acres).

Vegetation |

Climax
High
Medium
Low

Expected long-term changes

in ecoltogical seral stages.

- 18
- b3

+ 3
+ 3%

Expected long-term changes

in ecological seral stages.

+ 1%
+ 3
- 6o

+ 2%

Expected long-term changes
in ecological-seral stages.
+ 1%

+ 5%

-5
+ 31

Threatened/Endangered,
Candidate and Sensitive
Plants

No impacts to threatened
or endangered plants;
possible impacts to
candidate and sensitive
plants or habitat in areas
where avoidance would be
impossible,

Same impacts as Current
Management, except
additianal protection to
sensitive plants provided
by designation of 3 ACECs
and 3 RNAs (19,380 acres).

Same impacts.as Current
Management, exéept.
additional protection
provided to sensitive
plants by designation of 2
ACECs and 2 RNAs (3,110
acres).




Renewable
Resource

Natural
Environment

Preferred

Proposed
Plan

No significant impacts.

No significant impacts

No significant impact.

No significant impact.

No significant impacts.

No significant impacts.

No significant impact

No significant impact.

Sufficient coal would be
available to meet demand.
Moderate acreage avail-
able for further consider-
ation for leasing (367,120
acres: 245,982 surface and
underground; 121,138
underground only). Poten-
tial bypass situations.

Sufficient coal would he
available to meet demand.
Moderate acreage available
for consideration for
leasing (344,880'acres:
225,250 surface & under-
ground; 119,630 under-
ground only. Potential
bypass situations

Sufficient coal would be
available to meet demand.
Largeét acreage availadle
for consideration for
leasing (638,758 acres:
396,522 surface & under-
ground; 242,236 acres
underground only).

Sufficient coal would be
available to meet demand.
Largest acreage available
for consideration for
leasing (638,758 acres:
457,089 surface & under-
ground; 181,6€9 acres
underground only).

985,156 acres would be
open to leasing with
standard lease terms;
special stipulations would
apply on 836,303 acres; no
new leasing would be
allowed on 56,881 acres.

1 million acres would he
open to leasing with
standard lease terms ;
special stipulations would
apply on 786,482 acres’: no
new leasing would be
allowed on 90,887 acres.

1.05 million acres would
he open to leasing with
standard lease terms:
special stipulations would
apply on 751,157 acres: no
new leasing would be
allowed on 36,240 acres.

1.04 miilion acres would
be open to leasing with
standard lease terms ;
special stipulations would
apply on 792,622 acres: no
new leasing would be
allowed on 36,240 acres.

Moderate impacts; moderate
level of restrictions in
general, closure to
operation of mining Taws
(56,881 acres). '

Highest potentia)-impacts
by closure of 9C,887 acres
of the area to the
operation of mining law.

Moderate potential impacts :

moderate level of
restriction: ¢losure of
39,240 acres to operation
of mining law.

Moderate potential impacts;
moderate level of
restriction; ¢closure of
50,321 acres to operation
of mining law.

Expected Jong-term changes

in ecological seral stages.

+ 1%
+ 3%
7
%

+ 2%

Expected long-term changes
in ecological seral stages.

+

0

2:
1%
1%

+

Expected 1ohg~term changes

in ‘ecological scral stages.

+
Tueo

Same impacts as Preferred

Same impacts as Current
Management, except
additional protection
provided to sensitive
plants by designation of 3
ACECs and 4 PNAs (21,700
acres).

This alternative provides
the maximum protection by
requiring general inven-
tories and surveys on all
surface disturbing activ-
Gties. Additiona) protec-
tion would be provided to
sensitive plants by the
designation of 4 ACECs and
4 RNAs (21,975 acres).

Same impacts as Current
Management, except
additional protection
would bé provided to
sensitive plants by
designation of 3 ACECs and
1 RNA (22,530 acres).

Same impacts as Preferred
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Rescurce
Element

Wetlands/Riparian

Livestock Management

Wildlife Habitat

Wild Horses

TABLE S-o ttont'l)

SUMMAKY COF IMPALIS bBY ALGERNAL:VE

Current
____.._Nanagemenrt
Areas that are in pcor
condition wotld not
improve, and many'uther
areas may decline in
cenditien,

Long-term f L,'ragc-
availability welld Le
1sy,8bc AULs, whicn
represents a4 loug-term
decrease of luv' from
existing yrazing
preference (lob,b%0 Alls)

Wildlife nabitat main-
tained on bLM lards to
suppert Tong-term average
of 63,400 mule decr, t,700
elk, t,30u pronghorn, and
70 tighorn shecp contri-
puting to total resource
area pepLlations ¢f
105,750 mule deer, £1.500
elk, &,40U prcnghern, and
76 Lighorn sheep. Lng-
term adverse impact to big
game critical winter range
is anticipated. Riparian
areas weoluld remain in peer
conditien.

TeU wild norses
No Lhuange.

trergy ana

oo Minerals
These habitats wotld Le
protected from impacts of
cnergy and mineral
development Ly existing
Taws and reguiations.

Lack cf emphasis on
wildlife hatitat
management, nowever, wolld

result in degradation fram
lTivestock grazing,
(ft-rcac-vericles, anc
vthe:_wses. . -
Lorg tem forage
availability would Le
Teh o c T AdRs, wnien
represents o Tong-term
increase of 1% when
cemparec to ecisting
grazing preference.

Reductions in wildlife
habitat on BLb Tdanus would
1imit Lig game numbers tc
long-term average cof
55,500 mule deer, L,uUU
elk, 5,206 pronghorn, and
70 bighcrn sheep, contri-
vuting to tctal resource
areca pepulations f &v,400
mule deer, 1&,300 olk,
7,100 pronghorn, anc 70
bighorn sheep. Ncn- game
specics diversity weild be

reduced.

Sane as Current Managerent

L CRilod i ty
oo Productien
Lack ¢f emphasis on
wildlife habitat
management and ircreases
in livestock grazing and
other Lses wcLld result in
significant uegradation of
these halbitats.

Loeng term torage -
availability weuld te

Ao iol AUks. ek
represents o long term
incresse ¢f <7 when
conpared ¢ existing
grazing preference.

Reaqucticns in wildlite
vabitat o BLk lands would
VTimit Lig game numbers tc
long term averdge of
44,620 mule deer, »,0L0
elk, 4,500 pronghorn, and
7G bighern sheep contri-
buting to total resource
area pepulaticns of 82,700
mule deer, lo,80C elk,
v,oUU pronghern, and U
vighorn sheep. Riparian
habitat welld be further
adversely affected

Cverall hatitat diversity
velld decrease.

vy wild horses -'; -uhi.
This reflects a wik

regucticn in the vild
iicrse herds.



Renewable
Resource

Natural
Environment

These habitats would be
provided maximum
protection and substantial
management activities,
which would result in
significant improvement in
condition and an overall
increase in wildlife
species and habitat
diversity.

These iabitats weuld
improve, resulting in
significant improvement in
condition and an cverall
increase in both wildlife
species and nabitat
diversity.

Preferred

Prop osed
Plan

These nabitats wculd be
prctected trom impacts of
energy and minerql
developrient by existing
laws and regulations.
These habitats would
improve, resulting in
significant improvement in
condition and an cverall
increase in both wildlife
species and habitat
diversity. '

Same as Preferred.

Long-term forage
availabity weuld be
173,313 AUMs, which
represents a leng-term
increase of 4% when
cuamparea to existing
grazing preference.

Long-term forage
availability would be
122,111 AUMs, which
represents a long-term
decrease (f 7% from
existing grazing
preference.

tong-term forage
availability wculd be
105,493 AUMs. If short-
term adJusLments are
initiatea and long-tern
manajement practices are’
devel¢pea, preference will
be restorec to within c¢3

of criginal stocking rates.

Same as Preferrea

Increases in wildlife
habitat on BLM lands would
support long-term big game
numbers of 75,000 pule
deer, 7,400 elk, b©,300
pronghorn, and 70 bighcrn
sheep contributing to
total resource area
populations ¢f 121,600
mule deer, 24,700 elk,
8,350 pronghorn, and 70
bighorn sheep. Ncngame
wildlife species diversity
would increase. Riparian
and other high-value
habitats would improve
signifi- cantly.

Wildlife habitat on BLM
lands would impreve to
support long-term average
of ob,40U mule deer, 6,500
elk, t,300 pronghorn, and
76 bighomn sheep
contributing to total
resource area pepLlations
of 110,600 mule deer,
21,70 elk, 8,350
pronghorn, and 70 bighorn
sheep. Improvement in
riparian and other hatitat
diversity wculd benefit
nongame wildlife.

Wildlife hatitat on BLM
Tands wcuid support ol, 00U
mule deer, 4,700 elk,
5,60U prengnorn, ana 7U
bignorn sheep contributing
to total resource area
pepulations ¢f 102,000
mule deer, 18,40t ¢lk,
7,500 pronghern, and 70
vighorn sheep. Localized
shert-term adverse impacts
wolld cccur. Cumulative
management cf scil,
watersned, fire,
wilderness, natural
history, and ORV,
designation wculd have
overall beneficial impact
tc wildlife habitat.

Same 45 Preferrea

Same as Current Management.

470 wild horses (+310).
This reflects a ¢v3i
increase in the wild horse
herd.

Same as Current Management.

Same as Lurrent Management




TABLE S-3 (Cont'd)

SUMMARY OF IMPALTS BY ALTERNATIVE

Resource
Element

Current .
Management

Energy and
Minerals

Comodity
Preduc ticn

Scils

An overall increase in
scil loss from surface
erosion and a lcng-term
decline in scil

produc tivity would result
in a declining trend for
se1] resources.

(Lumulative impacts trom
increased surface
disturbing activity woild
result in greater soil and
sc¢il productivity losses.
Overall, scil resources
would continue to be
adversely offected.

Same as Energy and
Minerals Alternative.

Water Resources

Short~ and 1cng-term
increases in sediment ard
salinity lcads in lcocal
surface waters is antici-
pated. Lacal cegradation
or alteration of yground-
water resources would
probably occur.
(Cumulative impacts could
alter groundwater quality
on a regional basis.

Same as Current Management,
piLs the cumllative effect
on the quality cf Yampa
and Lclorado river water
is expected to be greater
than Current Management,
thus, a nigh potential
exists tor salinity
problems to develc in the
Yampa River.

Same as Energy and
Minerals Alternative.

Forestry

No significant impacts.

No signiticant impacts.

Nu significant impacts.

Wilderness

Wilderness resource values
would be adversely
impacted on YL,887 acres.

Natural History

kemnant plant
associations, scenic
quality, and paleontologic
values on 44 857 acres
could be damaged or lcust.
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Wilderness resource values
would be adversely
impacted on 55,507 acres.
Wilderness resource values
would be preserved on
35,380 acres.

Wildermess resource values
wclld be adversely
impacted on 76,806 acres.
Wilderness resource values
woLld be preserved on
14,081 acres.

Remnant plant asswiations

and scenic quality on
20,816 acres would be
protected on 3 ACECs and 4
RNAs. Remnant plant
associations and scenic
quality on 14,835 acres
could be damaged or
destroyed,

Remnant plant associa-
tions, paleontclogic
values, and scenic quality
on 32,295 acres could be
damaged or destroyed.
Remnant plant associations
and scenic quality would
be protected on 3,370
acres (2 ALELs and 5 RNAs).




Renewable
Resource

Natural
Enviromnent

Preferred

Propcsed -
Plan

Although short=term s0il
Tosses would unavoidably
continuve due to surface
disturbances, long-term
Tosses would be
minimized. Watershed
rehabilitation projects
would improve soil
conditions in some areas.

Same as Rencwable Resource
Alternative.

Althowh short-term scil
losses would unevoidably
continue due to surface
disturbances, 1ong-tern
losses would be
minimized. Watershea
rehabilitation projects,
fwusing on salinity
control and scil
stabilization would
improve s¢il conaitions in
SUME areas.

Same as Preftered.

Although short-tem '
sediment or sah‘hity
increases would
unavoidably continue due
to surface disturbances,
Tong-term increases shoulu
be minimized. Watershed
rehabilitation projects
would improve surface
water quality on a local
basis. The Upper Yampa
River water quality is
expected to be adversely
affectea, during low
flows, over the
lTong~term. Cumulative
impacts of all lccal
disturbances could impact
groundwater quality on a
regional basis.

Same as Renewable ‘Resource

Alternative.

Same as Renewable kesource
Alternative.

Same as Renewable Resource
Alternative.

No significant impacts.

N¢ significant impacts.

No significant impacts.

N¢ significant impacts.

Wilderness rescurce values
would be adversely
impacted on 34,006 acres.
Wilderness resource values
would be preserved on
56,881 acres.

Wilderness resource values
wcula be preserved on
96,887 acres.

Wilderness resource valwes
would be adversely

impac ted on 55,847 acres.
Wilderness rescurce valiwes
weuld ve preserved on
3¢,240 acres.

Wilderness resource values
would be adversely

impac tea on 41,706 acres.
Wilderness resource values
wotld be preserved on
50,321 acres.

Remnant plant associations,
paleontclogic values and
scenic quatity on 12,425
acres could be damaged or
destroyed. Remnant plant
associations and scenic
quality would be protected
on 22,740 acres on 4 ACECs
and & RNAs.

Remnant plant associatios,
paleontolegic vaiues, and
scenic quality would be
protected on 35,605 acres
on 4 ACECs, 8 RNAs, and 1
A, )

Remnant plant associations’
and paleontolggic values
on 13,835 acres could be
damagea or destroyed.
Remnant plant associations
and scenic quality would
be protected on ¢¢,53
acres on 3 AUCELsS and 1 RNA.

Same as Preferred
Alternative.
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TABLE S-3

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS LY ALTERNATIVE

Resource Current Energy and Commodi ty
Element Management Minerals Produc ti on

Recreation

A1l resource dependent
opportunities would
decrease. Nomotorized
settings would decrease by
6,¢90 acres. Primitive
settings weuld be elim-
inated. Semiprimitive
motorized settings would
decrease by 113,160
acres. Kural and urban-
ized settings would
increase oy 11¢,550 ard
34,900 acres.

A1l resource dependent
opportuni ties would
decrease. Nonmotori zed
settings would decrease by
26,950 acres. . Semi-
primitive-motorized
setting would decrease by
361,550 acres. Rural and
urbanized settings wculd
increase by 541,800 and
111,460 acres.

A1l resource. dependent
cppertuni ties would
decrease. Nonmotorized
settings would decrease by
15,905 acres.
Semiprimitive-motorized
settings would decrease by
251,830 acres. Rural and
urbani zed settings would
increase Ly 200,841 and

v/ ,5%10 acres.

Cultural Resources

Minimum legal requirements
would be met. The Open
ORV designation could
adversely impact 36,009
cultural sites.

Same as Lurrent Manage-
ment, except the Upen ORV
aesignation could
adversely impact ¢o,311
cultural sites.

Same as Lurrent Management
except the Open ORV
designation could
adversely impact 31,2U8
cultural sites.

Paleont ol ogy

No significant impacts.

Lo significant impacts.

No significant impacts.

Land Status/Realty Actions

Significant impacts to
manageability of Cedar
Mountain communication
site via off-road venicle
closure. Minimization of
ability to adjust
ownersinip pattern.

Access/Transport

Nc¢ significant impacts.

Minor adverse impacts to
Tandownership adjustment
program Ly restricting to
nonmineral areas.

Same as Energy and
Minerals Alternative.

Lo significant impacts.

N¢ significant impacts.

Econamics

There would be an adequate
supply of existing and
fiture mineral leases to
meet increases in market
demand. No significant
economic impacts.

Same as Current Management
Alternative.

Same as Current Management
Alternative.

Social Valwes

N¢ significant social
impacts.

No significant social
impacts.

Ne significant social
ifpacts.
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Natural

Proposed

Renewable - Preferred
Resource Environment : Plan
A1l resource dependent Same as Preferred

A1l resource dependent
opportunities would
decrease. Nonmotorized
settings would decrease by
5,760 acres. Semi-
primitive-motorized
settings would decrease by
147,122 acres. Rural and
urbanized settings would
increase by 148,381 and
41,310 acres.

Most resource dependent
opp ortuni ties would
decrease. Nonmotorized
settings would decrease by
4,020 acres. Semi-
primitive-motorized
settings would decrease by
154,780 acres. Rural.
and urbanized settings -
would increase by 145,300
and 27,870 acres.

. oppertunities would

decrease. Nonmotorized
settings would decrease by
19,590 acres. Semi-
primitive-motorized
settings would decrease by
277,163 acres. Rural and
urbani zed settings would -
increase by 270,355 and

59,070 acres.

Altemative.

Same as Current Manage-
ment, except the Gpen ORV
designation could _
~adversely impact 24,438
cultural sites.

Same as Current Manage-
ment, except the Open ORV:
designation could ’
adversely impact 21,871,
cultural sites.’

Same as Current Manage-
ment, except the Open ORY
designation could
adversely impact 29,415
cultural sites.

Same as Current Manage-
ment, except the Open ORV
designation could '
adversely impact 26,503
cultural sites.

No significant impacts.:

No significant impacts.

No significant impacts.

No significant impac ts.

Moderate adverse impacts
due to soil related
restrictions. Beneficial

impacts to land adjustment-

program due to lack of
overall restrictions.

Same .as Renewable Resource
Alternative. N

Same as Renewable Resource
Alternative.

Same as Renewable Resource
Alternative.

No significant impacts.

No significant impacts.

No significant impacts.

No significant impacts.

Same as Current Management
Altemative.

Same as Current Management
Alternative.

Same as Current Management
Alternative. - i

* Same as Current Management

Alternative.

No significant social
impacts.

No significant social
impacts.

No significant social

No significant social
impacts.

'S-23

impacts.



Proposed Little Snake

Resource Management Plan



PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

This section describes the proposed resource management
plan for the Little Snake Resource Area, in terms of (1)
proposed management actions by resource and (2) definitions
of proposed management priority areas, which are
geographic areas that are unique, significant, or unusually
suited for development, management, protection, or use of
a particular resource. Management priority areas are
delineated on the map of the proposed plan included with
this document. The map visually summarizes the multiple-
use decisions in the proposed plan and should be used in
conjunction with the following narrative.

The management priority areas depicted on the proposed
plan map may include areas of split-estate (private surface
over federal minerals), private, state, or other nonfederal
lands. However, the management priority areas apply only
to public lands, ie., BLM-managed surface and federal
mineral estate. On split-estate lands, management priority
area designations indicate how BLM would manage the
federal mineral estate; they would not dictate other surface
uses unrelated to federal mineral development. None of the
management priority areas apply to private, state or other
lands or minerals not managed by BLM.

In developing the proposed plan, BLM considered a
balance of land uses and resource values within the resource
area, the principles of multiple use and sustained yield, the
issues and concerns raised by the public during development
of the Draft RMP/EIS, the long-term public interest and
benefits of implementing each of the alternatives analyzed
in the Draft RMP/EIS, the environmental consequences
of those alternatives, and public comments received on the
Draft RMP/EIS. The proposed plan has been developed
in accordance with the Federal Land Policy and Management
Act of 1976; the National Environmentai Policy Act of
1969; and other applicable laws, regulations, and standards.

. The proposed plan recognizes the existence of valid
existing rights. Nothing in the management actions or
management priority area definitions is intended to challenge
those rights.

Activities or uses not specifically addressed in the plan,
such as small-scale projects (right-of-way applications for
rural telephone lines, access roads, free-use permits, etc.),
would be authorized if they met legal requirements and
were compatible with the management emphasis of a given
area.

Implementation of the recommended actions for the
resource area would be guided by a series of activity plans.
An activity plan is a more detailed and specific plan for
management of a single resource program or plan element
undertaken as necessary to implement the more general RMP
decisions. Detailed management actions, including projects,
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treatments, and other on-the-ground activities, and schedules,
are described in the activity plan. Activity plans prepared
following the RMP would include an oil and gas activity
plan, habitat management plans (HMPs) for wildlife,
allotment management plans (AMPs) for livestock grazing,
landownership adjustment activity plans, watershed plans,
and cultural resource management plans (CRMPs). Site-
specific management plans would also be required for areas
of critical environmental concern (ACECs), research natural
areas (RNAs), special recreation management areas
(SRMAs), and areas designated by Congress as wilderness.

In addition, an overall resource monitoring plan would
be prepared for the Little Snake Resource Area. The plan
would identify appropriate locations and methods for
monitoring resources (either in combination or individually),
coordination procedures for developing and initiating specific
monitoring studies, and methods for recording and evaluating
monitoring data.

MANAGEMENT ACTIONS

Coal (Issue 1-1)

1. Approximately 638,800 acres (containing an estimated
5.8 billion tons of coal) would be identified as
acceptable for further consideration for federal coal
leasing. Of this total, approximately 457,089 acres (an
estimated 4.2 billion tons of coal) would be acceptable
for further consideration for leasing for surface or
underground development and approximately 181,669
acres (an estimated 1.3 billion tons of coal) would
be acceptable for further consideration for leasing for
underground development only (see Tables 1 and 2).
Approximately 266 million tons of coal throughout
the region would not be available for surface mining.

2. Site-specific activity planning, including additional
environmental analysis, would be needed before a
decision to lease specific tracts could be made.

3. Exploratory drilling would be allowed in order to obtain
sufficient data for resource management decisions and
fair-market-value determinations.

4. Other data gathering efforts would be scheduled that
would ensure data adequacy standards would be met
for activity planning within the coal planning area.



TABLE 1
SUMMARY OF COAL UNSUITABILITY RESULTS*

Acres
. Before After Aftert
Criterion Exceptions  Exceptions Exemptions
1 Federal lands systems ' 322 322 322
. 2 Rights-of-way and easements 3,041 0 0
3 Buffer zones along rights-of-way and
adjacent to communities and buildings 3,151 1,486 1,486
4 Wilderness study areas ' 0 0 0
5 Scenic areas . 0 0 0
6 Lands used for scientific studies 0 0 0
7 Historic lands and sites 0 0 0
8 Natural areas’ 0 0 0
9 Federally listed endangered species 7,541 7,541 7,541
10 State listed endangered species 0 0 0
11 Bald and golden eagle nests 48,207 45,898 45,898
--12 Bald and golden eagle roost and
concentration areas .- 7,5412 7,5412 7,5412
13 Falcon cliff nesting site 2,402 2,402 2,402
14.Migratory birds : 2,681 2,681 2,681
- 15 State resident fish and wildlife 611,878 37,960 37,960
16 Floodplains 5,104 5,104 5,104
17 Municipal watersheds 0 0 0
18 National resource waters 0 0 0
19 Alluvial valley floors ‘ 1,948¢ 1,948¢ 1,948¢
20 State proposed criterion - 0 0 0
Total lands unsuitable
+  (excluding overlaps) : 611,878 104,261 104,261

"This table is a summary of application of the 20 coal unsuitability criteria from 43
CFR 3461 to the federal coal planning area. See Appendix 2, Federal Lands Review,
in the Draft RMP/EIS for more detailed information.

The unsuitability criteria are subject to exemptions and/or specific exceptions. General
exemptions applicable to several criteria include: lands subject to valid existing rights
. (Criteria Numbers 1, 3, 4 [limited]); lands to which the operator has made substantial
" legal and financial commitments prior to January 4, 1977 (all except Criteria Numbers
.3, 4, and 19); surface coal mining operations existing on August 3, 1977 (all except
- Criteria Numbers 4 and 7); and lands for which a mining permit has been issued (all
but 3, 4, and 7). All criteria except 4, 5, 6, 15, 16, and 19 are also subject to one
or more specific. exceptions. For example, the exceptions to Criterion Number 11 state
that a lease may be issued if stipulations can ensure that eagles are not disturbed during
the breeding season, or if the Fish and Wildlife Service determines that the nest(s)
of golden eagles can be moved; and the size of a buffer zone can be decreased if
- active eagle nests will not be adversely affected. Results did not change after the exemptions
-were considered because the criteria were not applied to leased lands (43 CFR 3461.4-
2), and none of the exemptions were applicable to the unleased lands in the coal planning
area. . .

These lands are the same as identified in Criterion 9.
Overlaps with-all other criteria.
Includes 1,081-acre overlap with Criterion 16.
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TABLE 2

ACRES AVAILABLE FOR FURTHER
CONSIDERATION FOR COAL LEASING
(excluding overlaps)*

Screens Results
Coal Development Potential 638,758
Unsuitabilty Review (-104,261)
- Acreage Remaining 534,497
Surface Owner Consultation (-68,808)
Acreage Remaining 465,689
Multiple Use Tradeoffs
Recreation (-8,600)
Acreage Remaining 457,089
Total Acres Available
Surface/Underground Methods 457,089
Total Acres Available _
Underground Methods Only 181,669
(No Surface Disturbance) .
Total Coal Tonnage Available 5.5 billion

* In some portions of the coal planning area, more than
one screen was found to apply; e.g., portions of the
Little Yampa Canyon SRMA were eliminated as the
result of both unsuitability criteria and multiple-use
tradeoffs. Acreage for such areas was only subtracted
once from the total coal planning area acreage.

Oil and Gas (Issue 1-2)

1. The resource area would generally be available for oil
and gas leasing. Areas have been designated for leasing
with standard stipulations, seasonal restrictions,
avoidance stipulations, performance objectives, or no-
surface-occupancy stipulations; areas where no new
leasing would be allowed have also been identified
(see Table 3). Stipulations or restrictions may be waived
or reduced in scope if circumstances change, or if the
lessee can demonstrate that operations can be conducted
without causing upacceptable impacts to the concern(s)
identified. The appropriateness of allowing specific
stipulations to be waived will be further analyzed in
the oil and gas activity plan discussed in Item 2 below.

2. After completion of the Little Snake RMP, an oil and
gas activity plan will be developed for the Little Snake
Resource Area to further refine the degree to which

PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

oil and gas development will be allowed on lands open
to leasing. This activity plan will assess the levels of
direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts resulting from
a reasonable, foreseeable level of oil and gas
development in the resource area. The activity plan
will, in part, identify any additional necessary and
justifiable mitigative measures to reduce or eliminate
unacceptable adverse environmental impacts, as well
as those less restrictive methodologies that would result
in the same desired effect. The plan will also identify
any change to oil and gas leasing decisions made in
the Little Snake RMP that may be warranted.

At a minimum, the oil and gas activity plan will address
the primary, secondary, and cumulative impacts of at
least one reasonable, foreseeable level of oil and gas
development in the Little Snake Resource Area. The
level of development will be based on resource potential
(see the enclosed oil and gas map) and historical oil
and gas activity in the area. The analysis of impacts
will be based on assumptions, such as the number of
wells expected to be drilled in the resource area over
the 20-year life of the Little Snake RMP, the varying
density of those wells, typical surface disturbance in
acres resulting from oil and gas activity, reclamation
potential, the number of acres in a disturbed condition
in a typical year, and the total number of acres disturbed
during the 20-year period of the Little Snake RMP.

Until this activity plan is approved, the Little Snake
oil and gas umbrella EA will continue to be the National
Environmental Policy Act compliance document for
oil and gas leasing in the resource area. The oil and
gas activity plan should be completed by early 1987.

Other Minerals (Issue 1-3)

1. All public land would be open to locatable mineral
entry and development unless withdrawn (administra-
tive withdrawals) or proposed for withdrawal
(proposed wilderness designation). Mineral exploration
and development on public land would be regulated
under 43 CFR 3800.

2. Applications for removing common variety mineral
materials, including sand and gravel, would continue
to be processed on a case-by-case basis. Stipulations
to protect important surface values would be attached,
based on interdisciplinary review of each proposal.
Mineral material sales would not be allowed in
Limestone Ridge ACEC/RNA, Little Yampa/Juniper
Canyon SRMA, and the Cedar Mountain recreation
management priority area.



TABLE 3

OIL AND GAS LEASING RESTRICTION RECOMMENDATIONS

Percentage of

Proposed Estimated Federal Oil
Restrictions Acreage and Gas Acreage Area!
(1,878,400 acres)
Seasonal :
Restrictions 685,927 36 Critical wildlife habitat
(scattered throughout the
. resource area)?
Avoidance
Stipulations® 11,680 Irish Canyon ACEC
' 6,500 Lookoiit Mountain ACEC
Subtotal 18,180 1
Performance
Standards* 35,840 2 Portions of Canyon Creek, Shell -
) Creek, Vermillion Creek, Sand
Wash, Dry Creek, Yellow Cat Wash,
northwest facing slopes Vermillion
Bluffs (extremely fragile
soils/water areas)
No Surface
Occupancy 16,240 Critical wildlife habitat
(scattered throughout the
resource area)®
1,350 Limestone Ridge ACEC/RNA
14,081 Cross Mountain WSA, including
Cross Mountain Canyon ACEC
(recommended for wilderness
designation)
19,840 Little Yampa/Juniper Canyon SRMA
880 Cedar Mountain recreation area
384 Steamboat Lake State Park
Subtotal - 52,775 . 3
No New
Leasing . 36,240 2 Diamond Breaks WSA (recommended
' for wilderness designation)
Standard
Lease Terms 1,049,438 Remaining federal oil and gas

56
: acreage

ACEC Area of Critical Environmental Concern
RNA Research Natural Area

SRMA Special Recreation Management Area
WSA Wilderness Study Area

See Table 4 under Wildlife Habitat (Issue 2-2) for a summary of seasonal wildlife restrictions.
Seasonal restrictions do not apply to maintenance and operation of producing wells. Exceptions
to seasonal limitations in any particular year may be specifically approved in writing by the
authorized officer.

See the Special Designations section under Management Priority Areas for examples of avoidance
stipulations. Additional scattered areas containing habitats of known Colorado BLM sensitive
plants and specifically identified remnant plant associations would also be protected by avoidance
stipulations. ' . .

If performance standards could not be met, then surface occupancy would not be allowed. Additional
areas within the resource area may have restrictive stipulations imposed on a case-by-case basis
to protect fragile soils and water resource values; see Soils and Water Resources (Issues 2-5
and 2-6) for further discussion.

Critical raptor habitat, greater sandhill crane habitat, critical wildlife watering areas, beaver colonies,
sage grouse strutting grounds, sharptailed grouse dancing grounds, prairie dog towns (potential
black-footed ferret habitat). See Item 3 under Wildlife Habitat (Issue 2-2).
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3. BLM would consider leasing geothermal energy

resources or other leasable minerals on a case-by-case
basis. All minerals that are considered leasable on
acquired lands (Bankhead-Jones Land Use Lands)
would be treated the same as other leasable minerals.
In Limestone Ridge ACEC/RNA, Little Yampa/
Juniper Canyon SRMA, and the Cedar Mountain
recreation management priority area, leasing of other
minerals for underground mining would be allowed
with no-surface-occupancy stipulations. Leasing for
surface mining would not be allowed in these three
areas.

4. New leases and mineral material sales within fragile

~ soil and water areas would be subject to the
performance objectives described under Soil and Water
Resources (Issues 2-5 and 2-6).

5. The recommended Diamond Breaks and Cross

Mountain wilderness areas (including Cross Mountain
Canyon ACEC) would be withdrawn from locatable
mineral entry, leasing and development of other
minerals, and mineral material sales.

Livestock Grazing (Issue 2-1)

1. Livestock grazing utilizing federal preference (166,895

AUMs) would be allowed until rangeland monitoring
studies were completed.

2. BLM would immediately initiate rangeland monitoring

studies on a minimum of 13 conflict allotments
(allotment numbers 4203, 4206, 4207, 4209, 4210,
4219, 4225, 4302, 4431, 4432, 4520, 4521, and 4522)
to yield information needed to make management
decisions on livestock stocking rates. Other rangeland
monitoring studies would be initiated on allotments
exhibiting worst-forage conditions established from the
1981-83 surveys. The level of survey would depend
on funding and staff.

3. Based on 1981-1983 surveys for 73 percent of the area

and earlier surveys for the rest of the area, anticipated
grazing level of 148,821 AUMs would be used as
baseline inventory data.

4. Livestock-use adjustments would be implemented in

accordance with 43 CFR 4110.3-3 after acquisition
of 2 or 3 years of rangeland monitoring data, in
combination with baseline data, if such data indicated
that adjustments were necessary. Decisions implement-
ing changes in livestock use would be issued as soon
as data were available to support that change. In no
case would more than 5 years of rangeland monitoring
data be required for adjustments. Any adjustments

I-5
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would result in consultation/coordination with the
livestock operator.

A 5-year implementation period would be used.
Decisions would be issued in the third and fifth years
to modify the adjustments as necessary to reach
estimated grazing capacity. These decisions would be
contained in a rangeland program summary.

Livestock grazing would be temporarily suspended in
areas where key forage plants have been critically
overutilized. '

Vegetative land treatments would be implemented on
68 allotments. Proposed treatments would involve
interseeding, burning, burning and reseeding, spraying,
and plowing and reseeding; in conducting these
treatments, BLM would adhere to established
procedures and design specifications to protect all
resource uses and values. A benefit/cost analysis and
environmental analysis would be completed before any
treatments were implemented.

Range improvement projects would be constructed on
69 allotments to control livestock use, improve
distribution, and improve riparian/wetland habitat. A
benefit/cost analysis and environmental analysis would
be completed before any projects were implemented.

Management categorization (M, L, or C) for allotments

would be updated as the result of rangeland condition
change or as data that supported changes became
available through the monitoring program.

Allotment management plans would be developed for
all allotments within the Little Snake Resource Area.
Level of detail of each plan would be determined from
the management category (M, I, or C) for that allotment.

Wildlife Habitat (Issue 2-2)

L

2.

Forage would be provided on BLM land to maintain
approximately 66,400 mule deer, 6,500 elk, 6,300
pronghorn, and 70 bighorn sheep, which would
contribute to total resource area big game populations
of 110,600 mule deer, 21,700 elk, 8,350 pronghorn,
and 70 bighorn sheep, until further monitoring studies
were completed and proper utilization levels were
established.

BLM would immediately initiate monitoring studies on
a’ minimum of 13 conflict allotments (allotment
numbers 4203, 4206, 4207, 4209, 4210, 4219, 4225,
4302, 4431, 4432, 4520, 4521, and 4522) to yield
information needed to make management decisions on
wildlife numbers. Other monitoring studies would be
initiated on allotments - exhibiting worst-forage
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conditions, as established from the .1981-83 surveys.
The level of survey would depend on funding and
personnel.

3. -Wildlife-use adjustments would be implemented
through consultation and coordination with CDOW,
if monitoring data indicated that adjustments were
necessary. Negotiation to implement changes in wildlife
use would proceed as soon as data were available to
support that change. In no case, would more than 5
years of rangeland monitoring be required for
adjustments.

4, Wildlife habitat would be maintained or improved
through application of mitigative measures or
restrictions applied to all wildlife habitat-disturbing
activities.

5. ‘Wildlife habitat would be maintained or improved
through application of seasonal restrictions on resource
activities to maintain wildlife - production areas and
important wildlife habitat (Table 4).

TABLE 4

WILDLIFE SEASONAL RESTRICTIONS TO
RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES

Type of Area Restricted Dates Activity Allowed

Greater sandhill crane nesting and
staging area buffer zones Oct. 15 - Feb. 28
Sage grouse strutting ground buffer _

zone . June 1 - Feb. 28
Critical raptor nest buffer zones Aug. 1 - Jan. 31
"Bald eagle habitat April 15 - Oct, 31
Sharptail grouse dance ground :
buffer zone June 15 - March 15

Mule deer and elk migration routes May 15 - Oct. 15 and
Dec. 1 - March 15

Mule deer, bighorn sheep, pronghorn
antelope, mountain lion, etk critical

winter range April 15 - Nov. 30
Elk calving July 1 - April 15
Pronghorn antelope fawning,

bighorn sheep lambing July 1 - Apnil 30

6. Wildlife habitat for raptors, the greater sandhill crane,
wildlife watering areas, beaver colonies, sage-grouse-
strutting grounds, and potential black-footed ferret
habitat (some prairie-dog towns) would have no-
surface-occupancy stipulations applied to new oil and
gas leases. These areas vary in size between 10 and

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

640 acres and are scattered throughout the resource
area; current known total habitat is 16,240 acres. Such
stipulations would also be applied to similar habitat
identified in future surveys.

Activity would not be permitted in threatened,
endangered, and sensitive species’ habitat that would
jeopardize their continued existence. The CDOW and
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) would
be consulted pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered
Species Act before implementation of projects that
might affect threatened and endangered species’ habitat.

BLM would cooperate with the Colorado Division of
Wildlife in monitoring the habitat and populations of
bighorn sheep on Cross Mountain and in the Cold
Spring Mountain area.

BLM would coordinate with the Colorado Division of
Wildlife for joint funding of wildlife projects.

The federally endangered American peregrine falcon,
Colorado squawfish, humpback chub, bonytail chub,
and the state protected razorback sucker would be
protected by designation of Cross Mountain Canyon
ACEC (see proposed plan map).

Wildlife habitat management plans would be prepared

and implemented, emphasizing agquatic/riparian
habitats for priority areas, for the Little Snake River,
Yampa River, Vermillion Creek, Beaver Creek, Canyon
Creek, Dry Creek, Shell Creek, Morgan Guich, Milk
Creek, Fortification Creek, West Timberlake Creek,
Willow Creek, and Fourmile Creek.

Aquatic surveys would be completed on 3,000 acres
of riparian and 400 acres of known wetland wildlife
habitat.

Inventories would be conducted to determine if other
riparian or wetland habitats occur in the resource area
and to determine their wildlife value as wildlife habitat.

Wildlife watering guzzlers would be installed on
Godiva Rim, Sand Wash Basin, Cross Mountain, and
Dry Mountain. Additional environmental analyses
would be completed and design specifications would
be adhered to before any wildlife habitat improvement
project would be implemented.

Sage grouse and elk habitat would be improved on
West Cold Spring Mountain by rollerchopping or
burning irregular-shaped areas (maximum size 100
acres) of sagebrush.

Elk habitat would be improved in Bald Mountain Basin

and Great Divide by conducting prescribed burns
within irregular-shaped areas (maximum size 300
acres).



17.

18.

19.

Antelope distribution in Sand Wash, Powder Wash,
and Great Divide would be improved by constructing
25 antelope passes, installing 2 miles of lay-down panels,
and constructing fence modifications.

Elk habitat on Dry Mountain would be improved by
chaining or burning irregular-shaped plots (varying in
size from 5 to 50 acres) of juniper.

An undetermined number of springs and seeps, and

associated wetlands and riparian areas, would be fenced.

to protect the water source and associated riparian
habitat. Water would be transported outside the fenced
area for other uses.

Threatened/Endangered, Candldate, and Sensi-
tive Plants (Issue 2-3)

1.

2.

3.

4.

Proposed project locations likely to harbor threatened/

endangered, candidate, and Colorado BLM sensitive
plants would be surveyed before project development.
Section 7 of the Threatened and Endangered Species
Act of 1973 consultation procedures with the USFWS
will be implemented when a “may-affect” determina-
tion is made for listed threatened and endangered
species.

Identified threatened, endangered, and candidate species
would be protected through no-surface-occupancy
stipulations.

Identified Colorado BLM sensitive plants would be
protected through avoidance stipulations. The
avoidance stipulation, when applied, would incorporate
wording to the effect that “habitat of known populations
of Colorado sensitive plants, and those remnant
vegetation associations specifically identified, would be
protected from human-induced activities whenever
possible.” For Colorado BLM sensitive plants, the area
of protection would include the actual location of the
population and, if present, adjacent critical sntes that
affect their habitat.

Colorado BLM sensitive plants would be protected by
designation of Limestone Ridge ACEC/RNA, Cross
Mountain Canyon ACEC, Irish Canyon ACEC, and
Lookout Mountain ACEC (see proposed plan map).

Wild Horses (Issue 2-4)

1.

Habitat condition in Sand Wash Basin would be
managed to maintain the current herd at between 130
to 160 wild horses.

I-7
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2. Surplus horses would be gathered to bring the herd

numbers to proper management levels, based on annual
counts.

3. A monitoring program would be established that would

determine annual utilization and vegetative trends
within the Sand Wash Basin. :

Soil and Water Resources (Issues 2-5 and 2-6)

Soil and water resources would be protected through
mitigation or restrictions applied to surface- and
underground-disturbing activities, as needed, on'a case-
by-case basis. Water quality parameters would conform
to state water quality standards.

2. The fragile soil and water areas identified in a-g below

(and shown on the map of the proposed plan) are
areas where soil erosion is a concern. In these areas,
BLM has the following performance objectives.

a. Maintain the soil productivity of the site by reducing

soil loss from erosion and through proper handlmg
of the soil material. -

b. Reduce impact to off-site areas by controlling erosion

and/or overland flow from these areas.

c. Protect water quality and quantlty of adjaoent surface

and groundwater sources.

d. Reduce accelerated erosion caused by surface

disturbing activities.

e. Select the best possible site in order to reduce -the

impacts to the soil and water resources.

These performance objectives would be attached as
stipulations at the time of lease issuance. If these
performance objectives cannot be met, surface
occupancy will not be permitted on federal surface.
On private surface (federal mineral areas) BLM will
(if necessary) work with the private surface owner to
come to an acceptable surface-use program where the
impact of development of federal minerals may extend
off lease and affect adjacent federal lands or resources.
If such impacts are contained entirely on lease, BLM
will let the surface owner know the concerns. relating
to development on fragile soils, but the surface owner’s
desires regarding development and reclamation will be
primary.

All other proposed surface-disturbing activities within
areas a-g below would undergo a site-specific review
at the resource area and/or district level. Special
performance objectives (listed in I-IX) would be applied
to these activities as well. Again, if the performance
objectives could not be met, surface occupancy would
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not be authorized. The areas listed in a-g encompass
approximately 2 to 3 percent of the total acreage within
the resource area.

a. The area along Canyon Creek, including the adjacent
steep side slopes, to approximately 1/2 mile either side
of the creek. The actual boundary would be drawn
based on topography.

b. The area along Shell Creek, including the adjacent
steep side slopes, to approximately 1/2 mile either side
of the creek. The actual boundary would be drawn
based on topography.

¢. The area along Vermillion Creek, including the
adjacent steep side slopes, to approximately 1/2 mile
to either side of the creek (the actual boundary being
based on topography), downstream to the confluence
with Douglas Draw.

d. The area along Sand Wash, including the adjacent
side slopes, to approximately 1/2 mile either side of
the wash (the actual boundary to be drawn based on
topography), from section 10, T. 9 N., R. 99 W., to
its confluence with Dugout Draw.

e. The area along Yellow Cat Wash, including the
adjacent side slopes, to approximately 1/2 mile either
side of the wash (the actual boundary being based on
topography), from section 12, T. 9 N., R 98 W, to
its confluence with Sand Wash.

f. The area along Dry Creek, including the adjacent
side slopes, to approximately 1/2 mile either side of
the creek (the actual boundary to be based on
topography), from section 22, T. 11 N,, R. 99 W,
to its confluence with Vermillion Creek.

g. The northwest facing slopes of the Vermillion Bluffs,
from the Vermillion Bluffs ridgetop road downslope
to the Dry Creek drainage.

To achieve the performance objectives, BLM has
identified performance standards that may apply to
surface disturbing activities. These standards are
presented to identify the types of mitigative measures
that may be necessary, based on the type of activity
to be permitted, the timing of development activities,
the geographical location, specific soil types and
conditions, . etc. Depending on these variables, an
applicant will demonstrate that the performace
objectives have been met either through his/her plan
of development, using alternative measures, or through
use of appropriate suggested mitigative measures
identified below. -

I All sediments generated from the surface-disturbing
activity would have to be retained on site.

II. No construction or other surface-disturbing activities
would be allowed when the soils become saturated
to a depth of 3 inches or more.

II. Off-road vehicle use would be limited to existing
roads and trails.

IV. All new permanent roads would be built to meet
primary road standards (BLM standards) and their
location approved by the authorized officer. For oil
and gas purposes, permanent roads are those used for
production.

V. All geophysical and geochemical exploration would
be conducted by helicopter, horseback, on foot, or from
existing roads.

VI. Any sediment control structures, reserve pits, or
disposal pits would be designed to contain a 100-year,
6-hour storm event. Storage volumes within these
structures would have a design life of 25 years.

VII. Before reserve pits and production pits would be
reclaimed, all residue would be removed and trucked
off-site to an approved disposal site.

VIII. Reclamation of disturbed surfaces would be
initiated before November 1 each year.

IX. All reclamation plans would be approved by the
authorized officer in advance and might require a bond,
if one has not been previously posted.

These requirements would not supersede valid existing
rights on approved application for permits to drill or
developing leases or entry under the general mining
laws. They would apply to all new oil and gas leases
and to all surface disturbing activities permitted under
this plan. BLM will work with operators/permittees
to achieve performance objectives on undeveloped
leases or permits consistent with previously granted
lease rights.

3. Rights-of-way construction would be allowed along

Moffat County roads 4, 67, and 126 on a case-by-
case basis. Stipulations would be applied to the right-
of-way activity at the approval stage.

4. Surface-disturbing activities on isolated sites that meet

fragile soil criteria (a-b below) would be subject to
the performance objectives/stipulations listed in I-IX
above. If the performance objectives/stipulations could
not be met, no surface disturbance would be allowed.

a. Areas rated as highly or severely erodible by wind
or water, as described by the Soil Conservation Service
in the Area Soil Survey Report or as described by
on-site inspection.

b. Areas with slopes greater than or equal to 35 percent,
if they also have one of the following soil character-
istics: (1) a surface texture that is sand, loamy sand,



very fine sandy loam, fine sandy loam, silty clay, or
clay; (2) a depth to bedrock that is less than 20 inches;
(3) an erosion condition that is rated as poor; or (4)
a K factor (see Glossary in Draft RMP/EIS) of greater
than .32. (See Table 5.)

5. Range and water projects would be developed and
implemented in order to encourage the relocation of
livestock from within fragile soil and water areas. Where
necessary, livestock would be fenced from riparian
areas, although a water source would be provided.

6. No-surface-occupancy stipulations would be established
through the activity planning process in areas adjacent
to perennial water sources. (Stipulations would apply
from within 500 feet to 1/4 mile of the water source,
depending on the type of source, use of source, soil
type, and slope steepness.)

7. Construction would be allowed within or near
intermittent drainages and their floodplains only after
completing a case-by-case analysis of soil type and slope
steepness of the drainage. Compliance with Executive
Order 11988 would be ensured. These actions would
not preclude road crossings built to BLM specifications.

8. To ensure that unstable areas were avoided, accelerated
erosion was reduced, and detailed soil information was
made available, detailed soil surveys would be
conducted on timber harvesting areas of Diamond
Peak/Middle Mountain and Douglas Mountain.

9. The remaining 10 percent of the water quality and
quantity inventory of resource area springs and seeps
would be completed.

TABLE 5

POTENTIAL FRAGILE SOILS WITHIN
' SOIL/WATER
MANAGEMENT PRIORITY AREAS

Estimated
Area Acreage
Portions of Buffalo Guich/Twelvemile Mesa
area 4,000
Along some upper tributaries of Sand Wash 3,000
Along some western tributaries of the Little
Snake River : 17,000
Along some eastern tributaries of the Little !
Snake River 5,000
Along portions of Sand Creek 2,000
Along portions of Conway Draw 1,000
Portions of the Deception Creek area 1,000
Total 33,000

19
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10. Groundwater quality and aquifers would be inven-
toried within the resource. area.

11. Water quality and watershed activity plans would be
developed in areas with potential for water quality
improvements. The potential for salinity control
projects on BLM Ilands in the Milk Creek, Vermillion
Creek, and Little Snake River watersheds would be
analyzed.

12. Nonpoint source management actions would be
coordinated with federal, state, and local agencies.

13. Roads and trails on BLM lands would be closed and
rehabilitated if they have high-erosion rates that could
not be corrected.

14. The Little Snake monitoring plan would include
proposals for monitoring the impacts of management
actions on soil and water resources.

15. BLM would seek appropriative water rights for public
land resources and values.

Forest Lands and Woodlands (Issues 2-7 and
2-8)

1. Existing 10-year forest management plans would
continue for Diamond Peak/Middle Mountain and
Douglas Mountain.

2. Commercial forest lands (6,330 acres) would be

managed to produce a variety of forest products on

a sustained yield basis. Limited management (such as

natural revegetation and minimal cultural treatments)

* would apply to remaining commercial forest lands.

Allowable harvest levels would remain approximately

300,000 board feet per year until 1987, when the exact
allowable harvest would be reevaluated.

3. Approximately 37,600 acres of woodland would be
managed to produce a variety of woodland products
on a sustained-yield basis. Limited management would
apply to the remaining woodland acreage. Annual
woodland harvest levels could remain as high as 2,500
cords, or 1.25 million board feet per year.

4. Access would be acquired for future timber sales (see
Map 1).

5. ‘Public harvest areas would be opened to meet local
demand. -
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Fire Management (Issue 2-9)

A fire management plan (FMP) has been developed for
the Little Snake Resource Area.

Maximum Suppression would be used on areas with high-
resource values, structures, commercial forest, oil and gas
developments, cultural values, improvements, etc. Buffer
areas near or adjacent to critical management areas, such
as threatened, endangered and candidate species, Colorado
BLM sensitive plant species, and research natural areas,
would require full protection. Maximum suppression may
also be used in other areas to prevent fire from spreading
to adjacent private property/structures.

Minimum fire suppression would be used in areas with
resources that are low in value or do not warrant full
suppression actions and/or high suppression costs. Fires in
the Douglas Mountain area (five Dinosaur-adjacent WSAs),
Diamond Breaks WSA, West Cold Spring WSA, and Cross
Mountain WSA, will be handled under this strategy.

Prescribed fire would be used to improve rcso'urce habitat,
condition, etc. Both planned and unplanned fires would be
used.

Wilderness (Issue 3-1)

1. The Diamond Breaks Wilderness Study Area (WSA)
would be recommended as preliminarily suitable for
wilderness designation (Table 6). If Congress does not
designate Diamond Breaks as wilderness, the Colorado
portion of the WSA (31,480 acres) would be managed
as a recreation management priority area; the Utah
portion (3,900 acres) would be managed by the Vernal
District according to existing management framework

- plans. (See the Draft RMP/EIS Wilderness Technical
Supplement, Diamond Breaks No Wilderness Alter-
native for more detailed discussion.)

2. The Cross Mountain WSA (including the proposed
Cross Mountain Canyon ACEC) would be recom-
mended as preliminarily suitable for wilderness
designation. BLM would recommend that the proposed
Cross Mountain wilderness would remain open to oil
and gas leasing with no-surface-occupancy stipulations
(except for Cross Mountain Canyon ACEC, which
would be proposed for total mineral withdrawal). If
‘Congress does not designate Cross Mountain as
wilderness, the area would be managed as a special
recreation management area (13,000 acres), including
the Cross Mountain Canyon ACEC (3,000 acres). (See
the Draft RMP/EIS Wilderness Technical Supplement,
Cross Mountain Preferred Alternative, for more details.)

3. The West Cold Spring WSA would be recommended
as nonsuitable for wilderness designation. If Congress
does not designate the area as wilderness, the Colorado
portion of West Cold Spring would be managed as
wildlife, recreation, and livestock management priority
areas (total of 14,482 acres). The Utah portion of the
WSA would be managed under the Brown’s Park
Management Framework Plan. (See the Draft RMP/
EIS Wilderness Technical Supplement, West Cold
Spring Preferred Alternative for more information.)

4. Four WSAs being evaluated under Section 202 of the
Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA)—
Ant Hills, Chew Winter Camp, Peterson Draw, and
Vale of Tears—would be recommended as nonsuitable
for wilderness designation but would be forwarded to
Congress for the final decision. If Congress does not
designate these areas as wilderness, they would be
managed as follows (see Draft RMP/EIS Wilderness
Technical Supplement, Preferred Alternative for each
of these WSAs, for details):

a. The northwest corner of Ant Hills would be managed
as a forest lands priority area and the remainder as
a minerals priority area.

b. Chew Winter Camp would be managed as a minerals
priority area.

c. The north third of Peterson Draw would be managed
as a minerals priority area and the remainder as a
forest lands priority area.

d. Most of Vale of Tears would be managed as a
livestock priority area, and the other portions in the
northwest and southeast corners would be managed
as minerals, forest lands, and soils/water priority areas.

5. The Tepee Draw WSA, the fifth WSA being evaluated
under Section 202 of FLPMA, would be recommended
as nonsuitable for wilderness designation. If the
Colorado BLM State Director drops this WSA from
further consideration, it would be managed as a forest
lands priority area.

6. WSAs would continue to be managed in compliance
with BLM’s Interim Management Policy (BLM,
Revised July 12, 1983) until they were reviewed and
acted upon by Congress or the BLM Colorado State
Director, as appropriate.

7. Public land designated as wilderness would be managed
in compliance with BLM’s Wilderness Management
Policy and the Wilderness Act of 1964. Site-specific
wilderness management plans would be developed for
such areas after designation by Congress.



TABLE 6
WILDERNESS SUITABILITY ACREAGES

Preliminarily .
Suitable Nonsuitable
Wilderness Study Area Acres Acres
West Cold Spring 0 17,682
Diamond Breaks 36,240 340
Cross Mountain 14,081 0
Dinosaur Adjacent North WSAs
. Ant Hills 0 4,354
Chew Winter Camp 0 1,320
Peterson Draw 0 5,160
Tepee Draw 0 5,490
Vale of Tears 0 7,420
Total 50,321 41,766

* 1,200 acres added to enhance manageability.

Natural History (Issue 3-2)

1. The following sites would be designated to protect or
enhance the values noted:

a. Limestone Ridge ACEC/RNA (1,350 acres; remnant
plant associations, Colorado BLM sensitive plant
species, scenic quality).

b. Irish Canyon ACEC, including the Ink Springs area
originally evaluated for ACEC/RNA designation
(11,680 acres; remnant plant associations, Colorado
BLM sensitive plant species, geologic values, cultural
resources, scenic quality).

c. Lookout Mountain ACEC (6,500 acres; Colorado
BLM sensitive plant species, scenic quality).

d. Cross Mountain Canyon ACEC (3,000 acres;
threatened and endangered species, Colorado BLM
sensitive plant species, scenic quality).

2. Activity plans would be written for each designated
site. Each site would also be monitored.

3. Remnant plant associations would be protected through
avoidance stipulations in Ace-in-the-Hole, Hells
Canyon, G-Gap, Vermillion Creek, Vermillion Bluffs,
and Horse Draw. (An example of an avoidance
stipulation can be found under Threatened/Endan-
gered, Candidate, and Sensitive Plants [Issue 2-3].)

4. Memorandums of Understanding or Agreement would
be developed with the Colorado Natural Areas
Program, the Nature Conservancy, and other interested

PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

-.agencies or groups for the purpose of providing
recommendations on protecting, managing, and
studying the unique resource values found in the
designated areas and, as appropriate, elsewhere in the
resource area. BLM would still have the sole
management responsibility.

Recreation (Issue 3-3)

1. The Little Yampa/Juniper Canyon (19,840 acres)
would be administered as a special recreation
management area to provide unrestricted flatwater river
floatboating in the region. The area would be divided
into upper (4,480 acres) and lower (15,360 acres) units.
Periodic use supervision would be provided. Access
would be negotiated. Parking areas at put-in and take-
out points and sanitary facilities would be constructed.
A map/brochure would be developed to promote
visitor health and safety, provide resource protection,
and inform the public of available opportunities.
Limited signs would be provided for information,
direction, and interpretation. A Little Yampa/Juniper
Canyon Recreation Area Management Plan would be
developed.

2. The rest of the resource area would be managed as
an Extensive Recreation Management Area. Manage-
ment actions to facilitate recreation use would be limited
primarily to providing basic information on public
safety, access, and recreation opportunities within the
resource area.

3. BLM lands within Cedar Mountain (880 acres) would
be managed as part of the Extensive Recreation
Management Area for environmental education, hiking,
and viewing. Trails and signs would be provided for
information and interpretation. Leasing of the shooting
range site would continue, with stipulations for
sanitation, visual design, and safety; more public use
would be allowed.

4. BLM lands within two areas on Cold Spring Mountain
(approximately 27,600 acres) would be managed as
part of the Extensive Recreation Management Area,
primarily for hunting use. The areas would be managed
under VRM Class II objectives to maintain scenic
quality.

5. BLM lands around Wild Mountain (approximately
21,000 acres) would be managed as part of the
Extensive Recreation Management Area, primarily for
hunting use. The area would be managed under VRM
Class II objectives to maintain scenic quality.
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6. Access to public lands would be acquired as funding
and time permit, in the areas listed in Table 7 and
displayed on Map 1.

TABLE 7
AREAS NEEDING PUBLIC ACCESS

Public
Land
General Location (Acres)
Yahoo-Squaw Mountain/West Gilbralter Peak 10,240
Long Mountain 1,200
Bibleback Mountain 2,220
Columbus Mountain 1,100
Serviceberry Mountain 2,800
Crooked Wash/Sagebrush Creck 14,720
Danforth Hills (Escarpment Peak) 3,000
Thornburg Mountain 4,480
Clinker Knob/Coal Mountain 10,000
Iles Mountain 3,000
Williams Fork Mountains 3,000
Pole Guich area 5,760
Four Mile and Willow Creek area (2 tracts) 5,640
Calico Draw 2,560
West Fork Good Spring 1,600
Blacktail Mountain/Yampa River 1,840
Wapiti Peak and areas south of the peak 1,600
Elk Mountain 1,440
Citadal Plateau 640
North of Little Yampa Canyon 4,480
Juniper Mountain 5,000
Circle Ridge/Beaver Mountain/Piney Mountain/
Three Forks Mountain (scattered tracts) 2,760
Routt National Forest adjacent parcels 3,680
Axial (parcels) 1,820
Total 94,580

See Map 1 for general location of areas.

Off-Road Vehicle Designations (Issue 3-4)

Areas would be designated as open, limited, or closed
to off-road vehicles, as shown in Table 8. (The map of
the proposed plan shows the areas listed in the table.)

Cultural Resources (Issue 3-5)

1. All cultural resources would be managed, commensurate
with the scientific values of the resource.

PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

2. An overall cultural resource management plan would
be developed that addresses the prehistoric and
historical cultural presence in the resource area.

Paleontological Resources (Issue 3-6)

A program would be developed to systematically
inventory, classify, designate, and monitor paleontological
resources.

Acquisition/Disposal Areas (Issue 4-1)

1. The BLM lands in the resource area would be divided
into general retention and disposal areas (see Map 2):

a. Retention—all land tenure adjustment actions
(including recreation and public purposes [R&PP]
actions and exchanges), except sales under Section 203
of FLPMA, would be considered on a case-by-case
basis, if the public interest would be served. Section
302 leases and permits would be allowed. Conveyance
actions would be precluded in wilderness and other
special management areas.

New policy revoking authority to authorize sanitary
landfills would be applied. This policy is a result of
potential federal liability associated with hazardous
waste dumping on BLM-administered land. Should
operators of existing sanitary landfills, authorized under
an R&PP lease, choose to continue operation of the
facility upon termination of the existing lease, land-
tenure adjustments could occur.

b. Disposal—land-tenure-adjustment actions would be
allowed on approximately 6,670 acres of public land
that meet the criteria for disposal under applicable
authority (see Appendix 24 in the Draft RMP/EIS).
This acreage includes land-tenure-adjustment actions
(i.e., disposal by sale under Section 203 of FLPMA)
for the existing BLM-authorized sanitary landfill sites
near Oak Creek and Maybell located within the
retention area. Section ‘302 leases and permits would
also be allowed.

2. Acquisition of public land, would be pursued, based
on identified resource values and needs (see Map 2).

3. BLM would continue to review existing withdrawals
and to make recommendations based on resource values
and need. Other agency relinquishments would be
processed promptly. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
National Park -Service, and U.S. Forest Service
withdrawals are not reviewable. (See Appendix 26 in
this document.)



TABLE 8

OFF-ROAD VEHICLE DESIGNATIONS

Percentage of :

Designation* Area Acres  Resource Area Purpose & Restriction of Usage**
Open 998,009 77 No special restrictions
Limited (L) Cold Spring 69,720 5 Recreation, wildlife habitat:
existing roads & trails, seasonal
closures, permitted uses
North Central 50,350 4 Wildlife habitat: existing roads & trails,
seasonal closure, permitted uses
Cross Mountain 4,520 — Wildlife habitat: existing roads & trails, permitted uses
Duffy/Isles Mt. 24,320 2 Wildlife habitat: existing roads & trails, permitted uses
Sand Wash 8,000 1 Fragile soils, deteriorating watershed:
. existing roads & trails, seasonal closures,
permitted uses
Lower Vermillion 2,900 — Fragile soils, deteriorating watershed: existing roads
Creek Drainage & trails, seasonal closures permitted uses
Upper Vermillion 30,600 2 Fragile soils, deteriorating watershed: existing roads
Creek Drainage & trails, seasonal closures, permitted use
Irish Canyon 11,680 1 Area of Critical Environmental Concern:
designated roads & trails, permitted uses
Lookout Mountain 6,500 — Area of Critical Environmental Concern:
designated roads and trails, permitted uses
Cedar Mountain 880 — Recreation area, eliminate conflicts between motorized/nonmotorized
uses: designated roads & trails, permitted uses.
Wild Mountain 21,000 2 Recreation area, reduce conflicts between motorized/nonmotorized
uses: designated roads & trails, permitted uses.
Little Yampa/ 19,840 1 Special Recreation Management Area, reduce
Juniper Canyon conflict between motorized and nonmotorized
uses: designated roads & trails, permitted uses.
Sub Total (open) 250,310 19
Closed (C) Diamond Breaks 36,240 3 Wilderness
Limestone Ridge 1,350 — Research Natural Area: closed except for permitted uses.
Cross Mountain 14,081 1 Wilderness ' ’ ’
Maybell tailings 10 — Public health/safety
Matt Trail — — Wildlife, recreation, public safety: closed
to vehicle use.
Sub Total (closed) 51,681 4
Grand Total 1,300,000 100

*  See the map of the proposed plan.

*%

Permitted use applies to (1) any nonamphibious registered motorboat; (2) any military, fire, emergency, or law enforcement vehicle

while being used for emergency purposes; (3) any vehicle whose use is expressly authorized by the authorized officer, or otherwise
officially approved; (4) vehicles in official use; and (5) any combat or combat support vehicle when used in times of national emergencies.
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Major Rights-of-Way (Issue 4-2)

1. No rights-of-way corridors would be formally
designated. '

2. The existing and potential corridors identified as suitable
in Table 9 and displayed on Map 3 would be considered
open and would be preferred/encouraged routes.

3. Speéiﬁc areas unsuitable for major rights-of-way are
shown in Table 10. :

4. Specific areas that would be sensitive for siting major
rights-of-way are shown in Table 11.

5. Minor rights-of-way would be processed on a case-by-
case basis, generally guided by the criteria identified
for major rights-of-way, .

6. Rights-of-way would be allowed in all areas if needed
to develop valid existing rights.

Access, Boundary Marking, and Road
Requirements (Issues 5-1, 5-2, and 5-3)

An access/transportation activity plan would be prepared
that lists areas needing attention, types of access to be
acquired, preferred and alternate routes, roads and trails
to be closed or constructed, survey and support needs, and
construction or maintenance guidelines.

MANAGEMENT PRIORITY AREAS

Management priority areas are geographic areas that are
unique, significant, or unusually suited for development,
management, protection, or use of a particular resource.
Management priority areas were delineated for all public
lands within the Little Snake Resource Area to identify
how particular geographic areas would be managed and
to provide a tool for resolution of conflicts (see map of
the proposed plan). The discussions in this section of the
different kinds of management priority areas and the map
of the proposed plan should be used in conjunction with
the description of management actions for a full understand-
ing of the proposed plan.

Management priority areas would be managed under the
multiple-use concept: lands would not be managed
exclusively for the priority use or value, but for other
compatible uses and values as well. In a_few cases, such

1-18
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as proposed wilderness designations, many uses would be
restricted, but the majority of the management priority areas
would allow most uses to continue.

Environmental values would be considered and
appropriately protected within all management priority
areas.

Management priority area boundaries depicted on the
map of the proposed plan have not, in many cases, been
located on the ground. Before specific activity planning
decisions are made or project locations are determined,
locations of the management priority area boundaries will
be determined, to the extent necessary, based on the resource
information that was used to place the boundary on the
alternative maps. For example, a wildlife priority arca may
be based on critical winter range, and the boundary might
be determined by a ridge line or a vegetative type; it may
be necessary to make an arbitrary decision in the case of
a gradual transition of actual use by wildlife. Management
priority area boundaries or definitions of compatible and
excluded uses may also be adjusted, based on new resource
data or proposals for site-specific actions. Major changes
would require a plan amendment.

The management priority areas depicted on the map may
include areas of split-estate (private surface over federal
minerals), private, state, or other nonfederal lands. However,
the management priority areas apply only to BLM-managed
surface and federal mineral estate, On split-estate lands,
management priority area designations indicate how BLM
would manage the federal mineral estate; they would not
dictate other surface uses unrelated to federal mineral
development. None of the management priority arcas apply
to private, state, or other lands or minerals not managed
by BLM. In addition, management priority areas do not
supersede valid existing rights. Nothing on the map or in
this plan should be interpreted as challenging those rights.

Three kinds of management priority areas have been
identified in the proposed plan: priority use areas,
environmental value areas, and special designations. They
are described separately below.

Priority-Use Areas

Priority-use areas are one of the three categories of
management priority areas identified in the proposed plan.
Land-use priorities addressed in the RMP and shown on
the map of the proposed plan include coal, oil and gas,
other minerals, federal mineral concern areas, livestock,
wildlife, forest lands and woodlands, and recreation. Each
use listed has specific areas identified on the map where
it has been assigned as a priority for management. The



TABLE 9
EXISTING AND POTENTIAL RIGHTS-OF-WAY CORRIDORS

Existing Corridors
No.* Use _ _ B Suitability for Designation**
- pipeline, electric transmission line, communication line suitable
2 electric transmission line, communication line unsuitable—conflicts with coal,
S - : : recreation, special management area
3 - multiple electric transmissionlines, communication line - unsuitable—conflicts with coal,
Co o ' ' ' low percentage of public land
4 . pipeline, multiple electric transmission lines, ' : unsuitable—conflicts with coal,
_ ' communication line . . low percentage of public land
-5 pipeline, multiple electric transmissionlines, communication line unsuitable—low percentage of public land
6 el_ectric transmission line, railroad, communication line unsuitable—low percentage of public land
7 communication line o unsuitable—low percentage of public land -
-8 pipeline . - - ' suitable '
9 eipeline ' _ o suitable
_ Potential Corridors
No.* Proposed Use . . Suitability for Designation**
" 10 " - pipeline _ ' ' unsuitable—coal management priority
' o area; low percentage of public land
1 " electric transmission line ) ' _ unsuitable—low percentage of public land .
12 h .pipeline : . " unsuitable—coal management priority
: : : - area; low percentage of public land
13 electric transmission line ' ' - unsuitable—low percentage of public land
14 electric transmission line _ : - unsuitable—low percentage of public land
15 - -electric transmission line : unsuitable—reasonable alternative
- _ route previously established***
‘16 - coal slurry pipeline o . suitable—no major conflicts,
' o ' follows #1 above
17 coal slurry pipeline . : suitable—no major conflicts
' 18  Coal slurry pipeline, electric transmission line unsuitable-crosses sensitive and fragile soil

and watershed areas, reasonable alternate.
route established***

19 electric transmission line " unsuitable-crosses sensitive and fragile soil and -
watershed areas and Dinosaur National Monument
suitable alternate route established***

20 pipeline _ . ' ' suitable®**

¥ Numbers 1-7 and 9-19 are identified in the 1980 Westem Regional Corridor Study.

x .Suxtabhhty only relates to whether or not a corridor would either be designated or identified as a preferred/encouraged route. The
term “unsuitable” is not used to imply preclusion of new facilities, but rather to identify corridors which, under all altemanves, pass
through an area containing those important resource values identified in the criteria spelled out in Chapter 1. These “unsuitable”
corridors would usually be sensitive to the placement of new facilities and would be subject to the special stipulations referred to

- under each of the alternatives; they would generally be addressed on a case-by-case basis. They may also be con51dered unsuitable
if they cross little or no public surface ownership.

*** Sand Wash Alternative - see Rangely Carbon Dioxide Pipeline Final Environmental Impact Statement, February 1985.
I-19



TABLE 10
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AREAS UNSUITABLE FOR SITING
MAJOR RIGHTS-OF-WAY

Area

Percentage of

Reason 1 Acreage  Resource Area ?

Wilderness Diamond Breaks 36,240 3

Cross Mountain 14,081 1
Research Natural Limestone Ridge 1,350 —
Areas
Area of Critical Irish Canyon 11,680 1
Environmental
Concern . .

TOTAL 63,351 5

Valid existing rights would be respected.

1,300,000 acres

principles of multiple use and sustained yield would be
maintained in each priority-use area.

All priority-use areas would be open to coal exploration,
subject to applicable laws and regulations, as long as it did
not conflict with the priority use. Stipulations would be
added to coal exploration licenses within any priority-use
area to protect the priority use. .

Compatible uses are defined below for each priority-use
area; incompatible uses, which are excluded, are minimal.

Coal Priority-Use Areas

Corhpatib[e Uses

Most other uses could occur on coal areas, provided they
did not conflict with the priority use. Investments in land
treatments and improvement projects for intensive
management of other resources on BLM surface may be
postponed until coal development is completed and the site
is rehabilitated. Postmining land use on federal surface would
be determined during activity planning or at the mine plan
review stage. Uses that could occur on these lands are:

Oil and Gas. Lands would remain open to oil
and gas leasing. Concurrent development of oil
and gas with coal would be allowed, as long as
it did not result in a significant loss of federal
coal or significant loss of oil and gas production.
Any contflicts arising from concurrent oil and gas
and coal development would be settled by the
operators. .

1-20

Other Minerals. Lands would remain open to
exploration and development of other federal
leasable minerals and to location of mining claims.
Development of other federal leasable minerals
and federal material sales would be allowed,
provided they did not conflict with the develop-
ment of coal.

Livestock Grazing. Lands would remain open
to livestock grazing until it conflicted with coal
development. Intensive management practices or
range improvement projects would be permitted
only as long as coal development was not
imminent. Reclamation efforts to replace livestock
forage following mine abandonment would occur,
if livestock grazing were determined to be the
postmining land use.

Wildlife. 'Wildlife habitats, including threatened
or endangered species habitats, would be protected
by limits or restrictions placed on the development
of federal coal, as the result of application of the
coal unsuitability criteria. Loss of other important
habitats would be mitigated. Management
practices would be allowed on BLM surface,
provided coal development was not imminent.

Forest Lands and Woodlands. Lands would
remain open to harvesting of forest and woodland
products on BLM surface until it conflicted -with
coal development. When mining occurred, proper
disposal of timber products would be required.

Recreation. Lands would remain open to
dispersed recreation until it conflicted with mineral
exploration and development. Limited develop-
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ment could be allowed in areas proposed for
underground mining.

Realty Actions. Realty actions could occur on .
these lands as long as they did not interfere with
claim operations. :

Excluded Uses

The following uses would not be allowed on other mineral
priority areas:

Recreation. Developed recreation sites would
not be established in areas to be surface mined.

Federal Mineral Concern Areas

BLM has a number of concerns regarding important,
unique, or fragile resources on split-estate lands where surface
disturbing activities may result because of leasing and
developing federal minerals. These areas are called federal
mineral concern areas (FMCAs). The activity planning
process will analyze environmental impacts of cumulative
land use for all public lands, including FMCAs. Based on
this analysis and the significance of the environmental
impacts (both from and to oil and gas development),
mitigative measures may be developed. This process is not
an attempt to dictate to a private surface owner how to
manage private surface. Any designation in either this
document or the activity plan would not dictate pre- or
post-mineral development land uses or any other uses
unrelated to federal mineral development.

These important, unique, or fragile resources can be
protected with certainty onlv with the concurrence and
cooperation of the private surface owner. Therefore, during
consideration of leasing and development of federal minerals
on these lands, efforts will be made to identify environmental
concerns and solicit the input of private surface owners
regarding management of federal mineral development
activity on their surface; private surface owners are
encouraged to become involved in the activity planning
process. BLM’s actions will be consistent with the wishes
of the surface owner, to the extent possible, but impacts
to adjacent federal lands or resources, threatened or
endangered species, or other resource values protected by
nondiscretionary statues will be mitigated to an acceptable
level, as approved by the authorized officer.

Wildlife FMCAs

Compatible Uses
Uses that could occur in wildlife FMCAs are:

I-21

Coal.  Wildlife FMCAs would remain open to
leasing of federal coal resources for underground
mining within the coal planning area. Special
stipulations could be added to new federal leases
to protect or mitigate impacts to wildlife habitat,
along with standard lease stipulations.

Oil and Gas. Wildlife FMCAs would remain
open to oil and gas leasing and development.
Special stipulations could be placed on develop-
ment of federally owned oil and gas resources
within new lease areas to protect wildlife habitat,
along with standard lease stipulations. BLM’s
intent is to work with the private landowner to
develop those special stipulations that are mutually
acceptable

Other Minerals. Wildlife FMCAs would remain
open to mineral exploration and development.
Land would remain open to leasing other federal
leasable minerals and federal mineral material
sales, provided adverse impacts could be mitigated
to an acceptable level.

Other Uses

All surface uses unrelated to federal mineral development
would be determined by the surface owner. In the ‘case
of mixed mineral ownership, development of any nonfederal
minerals would be determined by the owner of those
minerals. '

Excluded Uses

The following use would be excluded. from wildlife
FMCAs:

Coal. Lands would not be leased for develop-
ment involving surface mining of federally owned
coal.

Soil and Water Resource FMCAs

Compatible Uses

‘Development of federal minerals would be allowed
provided that significant increases in sediment yield and
salt loading or decreases in soil productivity and
contamination of both surface and subsurface water were
prevented or mitigated to an acceptable level. Special
performance objectives may be applied in some areas that
meet critical soil criteria (see Management Actions, Soil
and Water Resources [Issues 2-5 and 2-6]).

Other Uses

All surface uses unrelated to federal mineral development
would be determined by the surface owner. In the case
of mixed mineral ownership, development of any nonfederal
minerals would be determined by the owner of those
minerals.
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TABLE 11
AREAS SENSITIVE FOR SITING MAJOR RIGHTS-OF-WAY N

2 Valid existing rights would be respected

I-24

Percentage
of Resource Type of
Reason Area Acreage Area! Restrictions 2
Special Recreation Little Yampa/ 19,840 2 No major rights-of-way
Management Area  Juniper Canyon unless associated with
logical development of the
Tles Mountain coal tract
Area of Critical Lookout Mountain 6,500 — Avoidance stipulations
Environmental
Concern
Colorado BLM Horse Draw 690 — Avoidance stipulations
Sensitive Plants Vermillion Creek 200 —
or Remnant Plant  Ace-in-the-Hole 260 —_
Associations Vermillion Bluffs 580 —
: G Gap 275 —
Hells Canyon 280 —
2,285 —
Soil/Water Resources  Portions of Vermillion Creek Performance standards,
Drainage, and Sand Wash Drainage 38,840 3 seasonal restrictions,
Buffalo Gulch/Twelvemile Mesa 4,000 — avoidance stipulations,
Little Snake River 22,000 2 soil stabilization measures
Sand Creek 2,000 —
Conway Draw 1,000 —
Deception Creek 1,000 —
Subtotal 68,840 5
Coal ‘Not available Not Not Avoidance of known surface
_ available  available  mining areas
Other Minerals Not available Not Not Avoidance of known surface
available  available  mining areas and known
mining claims
TOTAL 97,465 7
1,300,000 acres
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an acceptable level. Land adjustments could occur
where the public interest would be best served
and where the specific criteria of applicable laws
were met.

Livestock Graiing Priority Use-Areas

Compatible Uses
Other uses would be allowed, provided impacts to Wildlife Priority-Use Areas
livestock grazing or range management could be prevented

or mitigated. Uses that could occur on these lands are: Compatible Uses

Coal. Lands would remain open to leasing of

federal coal resources within the coal planning Uses that could occur on these lands are:

area. In addition to standard stipulations, special
stipulations could be added to new federal coal
leases to protect vegetation and range improve-
ments.

Oil and Gas. Lands would remain open to
federal oil and gas leasing and development. In
addition to standard stipulations, special stipula-
tions could be placed on development of federally
owned oil and gas resources to protect the priority
use within new lease areas.

Orther Minerals. Lands would remain open to
federal mineral material sales and leasing of other
leasable minerals, provided adverse impacts could
be mitigated to an acceptable level, and to
locatable mineral exploration and development.

Wildlife. Lands would remain open to intensive
wildlife habitat management or projects on BLM
surface, provided they did not conflict with
livestock grazing or range management.

Wild Horses. Lands would remain open to wild
horse use, provided that competition with livestock
for forage did not occur. Wild horse projects or
developments would be designed so as to not
conflict with livestock grazing or range
management.

Forest Lands and Woodlands. Lands would
remain open to harvesting forest lands and
woodlands provided it did not conflict with
livestock grazing or range management. Manage-
ment practices designed to enhance livestock
grazing would be emphasized.

Recreation. Developed recreation sites could be
established on these BLM lands, provided they
were designed so as not to conflict with livestock
grazing or range management. Lands would
remain open to dispersed recreation, provided it
did not conflict with livestock grazing or range
management.

Realty Actions. Realty actions could occur,
provided impacts to livestock grazing or range
management could be prevented or mitigated to
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Coal. Lands would remain open to leasing of
coal in the coal planning area. In addition to
standard lease stipulations, special stipulations
could be added to new federal leases to protect
or mitigate impacts to wildlife habitat.

Oil and Gas. Lands would remain open to
federal oil and gas leasing and development. In
addition to standard stipulations, special stipula-
tions could be placed on development of federally
owned oil and gas resources to protect wildlife
habitat within new lease areas.

Other Minerals. Lands would remain open to
leasing of other leasable minerals and mineral
material sales, provided adverse impacts could be
mitigated to an acceptable level, and to locatable
mineral exploration and development.

Livestock Grazing. Lands would remain open
to livestock grazing. Intensive management or
projects on BLM surface would be designed to
enhance wildlife habitat.

Forest Lands and Woodlands. Lands would
remain open to harvesting of timber on forest lands
and woodlands, provided it did not conflict with
wildlife habitat. Management practices designed
to enhance the wildlife habitat values in these areas
would be emphasized.

Recreation. Lands would remain open to
dispersed recreation, and developed recreation
sites could be established on these BLM lands,
provided they did not conflict with wildlife habitat
values. Off-road-vehicle use in wildlife priority
areas would be limited to existing roads and trails.

Realty Actions. These could occur provided
impacts to critical wildlife habitat could be
prevented or mitigated to an acceptable level. Land
adjustments could take place where the public
interest would be best served and where the
specific criteria of applicable laws were met.



Forest Lands and Woodlands Priority-Use Areas

Compatible Uses

Uses that could occur on these lands are:

Coal. Lands would remain open to leasing of
federally owned coal resources within the coal
planning area. Special stipulations could be placed
on new coal leases to protect or mitigate impacts
to productive forest lands and woodlands.

Oil and Gas. Lands would remain open to oil
and gas leasing and development. Stipulations
could be placed on new federal oil and gas leases
to protect or mitigate impacts to productive forest
lands and woodlands.

Other Minerals. Lands would remain open to
mineral material sales and to leasing of other
leasable minerals, provided adverse impacts could
be mitigated to an acceptable level, and to
locatable mineral exploration and development.

Livestock Grazing. Lands would remain open
to livestock grazing and range management.
Grazing management practices and projects would
be designed to be compatible with the growth
and management of forest and woodland products.

Wildlife. Lands would remain open to intensive
wildlife habitat management or projects, provided
they did not conflict with the growth and
management of forest and woodland products.

Wild Horses. Lands would remain open to wild-
horse use. Wild horse projects and management
practices would be designed to be compatible with
harvesting operations or with other forest land/
woodland management actions.

Recreation. Lands would remain open to
dispersed recreation and developed recreation sites
could be established, provided they did not
interfere with intensive forest management.

Realty Actions. Realty actions would be
allowed, provided impacts to commercial forest
land or woodlands could be prevented or mitigated
" to an acceptable level. Land adjustments could
occur where the public interest would be best
served and where the specific criteria of applicable
laws were met.
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Realty Actions. Actions that would take a
significant amount of commercial forest land or
woodlands permanently out of production would
not be allowed.

Recreation Priority-Use Areas -

Little Yampa/Juniper Canyon SRMA

Little Yampa/Juniper Canyon would be managed as an
SRMA, divided into an upper unit (4,480 acres east of
Milk Creek) and a lower unit (15,360 acres west of Milk
Creek). The following compatible and excluded uses would
apply to both units, unless otherwise noted.

Compatible Uses

The following uses could occur, subject to meeting the
recreation and visual resource (VRM Class II) management
objectives for the SRMA:

Coal. The SRMA would remain open to leasing
for underground mining of federally owned coal
with no-surface-occupancy stipulations.

Oil and Gas. The SRMA would remain open
to oil and gas leasing, with no-surface-occupancy
stipulations on new federal leases.

Other Minerals. The SRMA would remain open
to leasing of other leasable minerals for under-
ground mining, with no-surface-occupancy
stipulations, and to locatable mineral exploration
and development.

Livestock Grazing. The SRMA would remain
open to livestock grazing, except within developed
or intensively used recreation sites, and to intensive

~management or projects if they were designed to
benefit recreation and visual resource management
objectives or if they did not conflict significantly
with these objectives.

Wildlife. The SRMA would remain open to
intensive wildlife management or projects if they
were designed to benefit recreation and visual
management objectives or if they did not conflict
significantly with these objectives.

Off-Road Vehicles. Vehicle use would be limited
to designated roads and trails, except as associated
with valid existing rights.

Realty Actions. Ownership adjustments would
be allowed where they would help achieve

Excluded Uses ' : recreation management objectives. Management
: o of the upper Little Yampa Canyon unit would

The following uses would be excluded from forest product not preclude logical _development of the_ Tles
priority areas: Mountain coal tract, if leased. Necessary rights-
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of-way associated with development of the
proposed Iles Mountain coal tract would be
processed through the established procedures,
which might entail mitigation, including reciprocal
rights-of-way. Rights-of-way would be allowed in
either unit if associated with valid existing rights
or permitted uses.

Excluded Uses

The following uses would not be allowed w:thm the
SRMA:

Coal. Lands would not be leased for develop-
ment involving surface mining of federally owned
coal.

Other Minerals. Sales of sand and gravel and
other mineral materials would not be allowed.
Lands would not be leased for other mineral
development involving surface mining of federally
owned minerals.

Forest Lands and Woodlands. No timber sales
or woodcutting would be allowed.

Realty Actions. No new rights-of-way would be
allowed, except as described under compatible
uses.

Cold Spring and Wild Mountain Recreation Priority Areas

Compatible Uses

Within the two Cold Spring areas and the Wild Mountain
area, most uses would be allowed, provided adverse impacts
to recreational values could be prevented or mitigated to
the satisfaction of the authorized officer. To eliminate
harassment to wildlife, ORV use would be limited to exnstmg
roads and trails and permitted uses.

Excluded Uses
Coal.  No coal leasing would be allowed.

Off-Road Vehicles. The Matt Trail would
remain closed to vehicle use for safety.

Cedar Mountain Recreation Priority Area

Compatible Uses
The following uses could occur:

Coal. Cedar Mountain would remain open to
leasing for underground mining of federally owned
coal with no-surface-occupancy stipulations on
new leases.

Oil and Gas. Cedar Mountain would remain
open to oil and gas leasing with no-surface-
occupancy stipulations on new leases.
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Other Minerals. The area would remain open
to leasing of other federal minerals for under-
ground mining, with no-surface-occupancy
stipulations on new leases, and to locatable mineral
exploration and development.

Livestock Grazing. The area would remain open
to livestock grazing, except within developed or
intensively used recreation sites, and to intensive
management or projects if they were designed to
benefit recreation and visual resource management
objectives or did not conflict significantly with
these objectives.

Wildlife. The area would remain open to
intensive wildlife management or projects, if they
were designed to benefit recreation and visual
management objectives or did not conflict
significantly with these objectives.

Off-Road Vehicles. Vehicle use would be limited
to designated roads and trails, except as associated
with valid existing rights.

Realty Actions. Ownership adjustments would
be allowed where they would help achieve
recreation management objectives. Other actions
would be allowed, if they were compatible with
the recreation management objectives or subject
to valid existing rights.

Excluded Uses

Coal. Lands within the Cedar Mountain
recreation area would not be leased for devel-
opment involving surface mining of federally
owned coal.

Other Minerals. Federal mineral material sales
would not be allowed and lands would not be
leased for surface mining of other federally owned
minerals.

Forest Lands and Woodlands. No timber sales
or woodcutting would be allowed.

Environmental Value Areas

A second kind of management priority area identified
in the proposed plan is environmental value areas, which
contain important or fragile resources that may need special
protection from surface-disturbing activities. Environmental
values would be considered and appropriately protected in
all management priority areas. Requirements for specific
environmental values can be found in the Management
Actions section.



Two kinds of soil and water priority areas have been
identified specifically for management emphasis. No uses
would be excluded in these areas, but all uses would have
to meet the standards established under compatible uses
below to protect soil and water values.

Soil and Water Areas

Compatible Uses

Other uses would be allowed provided that significant
increases in sediment yield and salt loading or decreases
in soil productivity and contamination of both surface and
subsurface water were prevented or mitigated to an
acceptable level. Restrictions could include no-surface-
occupancy stipulations or special performance objectives in
some areas that met critical soil criteria (see Management
Actions, Soil and Water Resources [Issues 2-5 and 2-6]).
Uses that could occur in soil and water priority areas are:

Coal. Lands would remain open to coal
exploration, and within the coal planning area,
to leasing of federally owned coal resources.
Special stipulations could be added to exploration
licenses and new federal coal leases, in addition
to standard stipulations, to protect or mitigate
impacts to soils and water (both surface and
subsurface).

Oil and Gas. Lands would remain open to oil
and gas leasing. Special stipulations, in addition
to standard stipulations, could be placed on
federally controlled exploration and development .
activities within new lease areas to prevent or
mitigate impacts to soils and water.

Other Minerals. Lands would remain open to
leasing of federal minerals and mineral material
sales, provided adverse impacts could be mitigated
to an acceptable level, and to locatable mineral
exploration and development.

Livestock Grazing. Lands would remain open
to livestock grazing. Range management practices
and projects would be designed to be compatible
with soil and water values.

Wildlife. Lands would remain open to intensive
wildlife management or projects, if they were
designed to be compatible with soil and water
values.

‘Wild Horses. Lands would remain open to wild
horse use. Wild horse projects and management
practices would be designed to be compatible with
soils and water values. '
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Forest Lands and Woodlands. Lands would
remain open to harvesting of timber on forest lands
and woodlands, provided it did not conflict with
soil and water values.

Recreation. Lands would remain open to
dispersed recreation and developed recreation sites
could be established, provided they did not conflict
with soils and water values. Restrictions could
be placed on off-road vehicle use.

Realty Actions.  Actions could be allowed where
the use of stipulations would protect soil and water
resources. Land adjustments could occur where
the public interest would be best served and the
specific criteria of applicable laws were met.

Fragile Soil and Water Areas

Compatible Uses

All resource uses and management practices would be
compatible if the disturbing activity would not cause
increases in soil erosion and/or sediment yield. See
Management Actions, Soils and Water Resources (Issues
2-5 and 2-6) for specific criteria.

Special Designations

The third kind of management priority area identified
in the proposed plan is special designations, which are
proposed wilderness areas, areas of critical environmental
concern (ACECs), and research natural areas (RNAs). Areas
designated as RNAs would also be designated as ACECs.

Proposed Wilderness Areas

Public lands that would be recommended to Congress
as suitable for designation as part of the National Wilderness
Preservation System are shown in the wilderness priority
areas. As directed by Section 603(c) of FLPMA, public
lands designated by Congress as wilderness would be
managed under the provisions of the Wilderness Act. In
general, wilderness areas would be devoted to recreational,
scenic, scientific, educational, conservation, and historical
values.

In addition to the basic management authority in the
Wilderness Act, management provisions may appear in the
legislation establishing each wilderness area. Specific policy
guidance on wilderness management is contained in the BLM
publication, Wilderness Management Policy, September
1981.
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Excluded Uses

Section 4(c) of the Wilderness Act prohibits certain
activities: '

Except as specifically provided for in this Act,
and subject to existing private rights, there shall
be no commercial enterprise and no permanent
road within any wilderness areas designated by
this Act and, except as necessary to meet minimum
requirements for the administration of the area
for the purpose of this Act (including measures
required in emergencies involving the health and
safety of persons within the area), there shall be
no temporary road, no use of motor vehicles,
motorized equipment or motorboats, no landing
of aircraft, no other form of mechanical transport,
and no structure or installation within any such
area.

Exceptions. Sections 4(c), and 4(d), and 5 of the
Wilderness Act provide special exceptions to the prohibitions
in Section 4(c) by providing for the following:

1. Existing private rights.

2. Measures required in emergencies involving the health
and safety of persons within the area. '

3. Activities and structures that are the minimum
necessary for the administration of the area as
wilderness. '

4. Use of aircraft and motorboats, where. already
established. '

5. Measures necessary for the control of fire, insects, and
diseases.

6. Any activity, including prospecting, for the purpose
of gathering information about mineral or other
resources, if carried on in a manner compatible with
the preservation of the wilderness environment. (This
includes mineral surveys conducted on a planned,
recurring basis by the U.S. Geological Survey and
Bureau of Mines.)

7. Water resource developments authorized by the
President, where it is determined that such use will
better serve the interests of the United States than will
its denial. ' .

8. Livestock grazing, where already established.

9. Commercial services necessary for activities that are
proper for realizing the recreational or other wilderness
purposes of the areas.

10. Adequate access to surrounded state owned and
privately owned lands. If this cannot be provided, such
lands are to be exchanged for federally owned lands.
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11. Ingress and egress to surrounded valid mining claims
and other valid occupancies.

Proposed Areas of Environmental Issues

Lookout Mountain ACEC

Compatible Uses

In general, the Lookout Mountain ACEC would be open
to other resource uses and management practices, as long
as they did not conflict with the values for which the ACEC
was designated. Avoidance stipulations would be applied
to activities when appropriate to protect these values. Vehicle
use would be restricted to designated roads and trails, except
for permitted uses. '

The avoidance stipulation, when applied, would
incorporate wording to the effect that “the habitat of known
populations of Colorado BLM sensitive plants and scenic
values would be protected from human-induced activities
whenever possible.” For Colorado BLM sensitive plants,
the area of protection would include the actual location
of the population and, if present, adjacent critical sites that
affect their habitat. Valid existing rights would be respected.

Excluded Uses

Coal, No coal leasing would be allowed because
the ACEC is outside the coal planning area.

Irish Canyon ACEC

Compatible Uses

Irish Canyon ACEC would be open-to most resource
uses and management practices, as long as they did not
conflict with the values for which the ACEC was designated.
Avoidance stipulations would be applied to activities when
appropriate to protect these values. Vehicle use would be
restricted to designated roads and trails, except for permitted
uses. Ownership adjustments would be allowed where they
would help achieve ACEC objectives.

The avoidance stipulation, when applied, would
incorporate wording to the effect that “the habitat of known
populations of Colorado BLM sensitive plants, remnant plant
associations specifically identified, geologic values, cultural

tesources, and scenic quality would be protected from

human-induced activities whenever possible.” For Colorado
BLM sensitive plants, the area of protection would include
the actual location of the population and, if present, adjacent
critical sites that affect their habitat. Valid existing rights
would be respected.

Excluded Uses

The following uses would be excluded in Irish Canyon
ACEC:



Coal. No coal leasing would be allowed because
the ACEC is outside the coal planning area.

Forest Lands and Woodlands. No timber sales
or woodcutting would be allowed.

Realty Actions. Realty actions would not be
allowed unless associated with valid existing rights.

Cross Mountain Canyon ACEC

Compatible Uses '

Cross Mountain Canyon ACEC would be recommended
for a total withdrawal from mineral entry. If a withdrawal
were not obtained from Congress, minerals would be handled
as described below. Valid existing rights would be respected.

Oil and Gas. The ACEC would remain open.
'to oil and gas leasing with a no-surface-occupancy
stipulation on new federal leases. Avoidance
stipulations to protect the specific values of the
ACEC would be placed on applications for permit
to drill for existing federal leases, consistent with
lease rights granted.

The avoidance stipulation, when applied, would
incorporate wording to the effect that “the habitat
of known populations of Colorado BLM sensitive
plants and scenic values (VRM Class I) would
be protected from human-induced activities
whenever possible.” For Colorado BLM sensitive
plants, the area of protection would include the
actual location of the population and, if present,
adjacent critical sites that affect their habitat. '

Other Minerals. The ACEC would remain open
to locatable mineral entry but, where necessary
and required by law or policy, exploration and
“development would be restricted to protect the
values of the ACEC. The ACEC would remain
open to leasing of other federal minerals for
underground mining with no-surface-occupancy
stipulations on new leases. Avoidance stipulations
would be required for development of existing
leases, consistent with lease rights granted (see Oil
and Gas above).

Livestock Grazing. The ACEC would remain
open to livestock grazing and management. Range
improvements would be allowed, as long as they
did not detract from the values for which the
ACEC was designated.

Wildlife. The ACEC would remain open to
wildlife habitat management. Wildlife habitat
improvement projects would be allowed, as long
as they did not detract from the values for which
the ACEC was designated.
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Recreation. The ACEC would remain open o

- nonmotorized recreation, provided. it did not

interfere with the values for which the ACEC
was designated.

Really Actions. Ownership adjustments would
be allowed where they would help achieve ACEC
management objectives.

Excluded Uses

Coal. No coal exploration or leasing would be
allowed. .

Oil and Gas. If a mineral withdrawal were
obtained, new federal oil and gds leasing would

‘not be allowed.

Other Minerals. No mineral material sales would
be allowed, and the area would not be leased
for other mineral development involving surface
mining. If a mineral withdrawal were obtained,
no leasing, locatable mineral entry, or mineral
material sales would be allowed.

Forest Lands and Woodlands. No commercial
timber sales or woodcutting would be aliowed.

Recreation. The ACEC would be closed to off-
road vehicle use, except for permitted uses.

Realty Actions. Realty actions, such as linear
rights-of-way, would not be allowed, unless
associated with valid existing rights.

Limestone Ridge ACEC/RNA

Compatible Uses

Oil and Gas. The ACEC/RNA would remain
open to oil and gas with no surface occupancy
on new federal leases. Avoidance stipulations to
protect the specific values of the RNA would be
placed on applications for permit to drill for
existing federal leases, consistent with lease
rightsgranted. The avoidance stipulation, when
applied, would incorporate wording to the effect
that “the habitat of known populations of
Colorado BLM sensitive plants, remnant plant
associations specifically identified, and scenic
values would be protected from human-induced -
activities whenever possible.” For Colorado BLM
sensitive plants, the area of protection would
include the actual location of the population and,
if present, adjacent critical sites that affect their
habitat. Valid existing rights would be respected.

Other Minerals. The ACEC/RNA would
remain open to locatable mineral entry. Where
necessary and allowed by law, avoidance
stipulations would be placed on development of
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locatable minerals and leasable minerals under
existing leases (see Oil and Gas above). No-
surface-occupancy stipulations would be placed
on new federal leases.

Livestock Grazing. The ACEC/RNA would
remain open to livestock grazing and management,
as long as they did not detract from the values
for which the ACEC was designated.

Wildlife. The ACEC/RNA would remain open
to wildlife habitat management, provided it did
not detract from the values for which the ACEC
was designated.

Recreation. The area would remain open .to
nonmotorized dispersed recreation, provided it did
not interfere with the values for which the ACEC/
RNA was designated.

Realty Actions.. Ownership adjustments would
be allowed where they would help achieve
ACEC/RNA management objectives.
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Excluded Uses

Coal. No coal exploration or leasing would be
allowed.

Other Minerals. No mineral material sales would
be allowed.

Livestock Grazing. No range developments,
projects, or treatments would be allowed.

Wildlife. No wildlife habitat developments, -
projects, or treatments would be allowed.

Forest Lands and Woodlands. No commercial
timber sales or woodcutting would be allowed.

Recreation. Neither developed recreation sites
nor intensive recreational use would be allowed.
No off-road vehicle use would be allowed, except
for exercise of valid existing rights.

Realty Actions. Realty actions, such as linear
rights-of-way, would be excluded unless associated
with valid existing rights. ' :
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PUBLIC COMMENTS

In thie course of preparing this resource management plan,
considerable formal and informal efforts have been made
to involve the public, other federal agencies, state agencies,
and local governments in the planning process. Several points
of public participation are mandated by BLM regulations
and, in addition, other opportunities have been provided
for public comment.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

- The planning process began in June 1983 with issue
identification. An initial mailing list of about 1,000
individuals, organizations, and government agencies was
developed so that all interested parties could be informed
as the RMP evolved. The following list highlights the major
public participation activites in preparation of the draft
RMP/EIS.

June 23, 1983—Noctice of intent to prepare Little Snake
RMP/EIS, published in Federal Register.

July 3, 1983-—Mailer requesting public ‘comments to
determine the scope of the RMP/EIS and identify
issues; included call for coal resource information.

July 18, 19, and 23, 1983—Public scoping meetings in
Denver, Steamboat Springs, and Craig, Colorado.

July 26, 1983—Request for mineral resource information
(sent by RMOGA and IPAMS to their members at
BLM request).

February 24, 1984—Mailer requesting public comments on
the proposed coal planning area.

April 1984—Little Snake RMP Report #1 (newsletter
requesting public comment on issues and planning
criteria).

October 1984—Little Snake RMP Report #2 (newsletter
informing public of preliminary RMP alternatives).

October 23, 1984—Supplement to notice of intent published
in Federal Register.

March 5, 1985—Meeting with various interest group
representatives to discuss the proposed Preferred
Alternative. /

March 7, 1985—Request for comments from March 5, 1985,
meeting participants on proposed Preferred Alternative
as a follow-up to March 5, 1985, meeting. April 8,
1985—Little Snake RMP Livestock/Wildlife Work-
shop, involving representatives of the livestock industry
and the Colorado Division of Wildlife, to obtain
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proposals for wildlife and livestock numbers in the
Preferred Alternative.

September 21 and 22, 1985—Meeting with Little Snake
RMP workgroup to obtain proposals for any additional
alternative. No consensus was reached on a new
alternative, but comments were provided- on various
portions of the preliminary draft RMP/EIS.

March 6, 1986—The District Advisory Council sponsored
a meeting to provide the public another opportunity
to discuss the RMP/EIS and Wilderness Technical
Supplement.

April 29, 1986—Meeting with Rocky Mountain Qil and
Gas Association to discuss the draft plan and their
concerns about leasing and development of fluid
minerals.

June 20, 1986—Meeting with Environmental Protection
Agency to discuss their comments and our responses.

In addition, numerous informal meetings with individuals
were held throughout the process, and many requests for
specific information were responded to. Both the Craig
District Advisory Council and the Craig District Grazing
Advisory Board have been briefed about the status of the
RMP on numerous occasions and their comments have been
solicited.

Informal consultation has been intiated with the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service. A list of threatened or endangered
species that could be affected by this planning effort was
requested on October 2, 1985. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service responded on October 11, 1985, with a memo-
randum furnishing a list of federally listed threatened or
endangered and candidate species that may be within the
area of influence of the RMP. This memorandum stated
that “it is impossible through one consultation to render
‘may affect’ or ‘no effect’ determination on all programs
and activities that may be identified in the RMP/EIS” (see
Appendix 25). We agree. A biological assessment will be
prepared for activity plans or site specific actions that may
be undertaken to implement the RMP and that may affect
a threatened, endangered, or candidate species.
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DISTRIBUTION LIST

The Draft Little Snake Resource Management Plan and
Environmental Impact Statement was sent to the agencies
and organizations listed below, as well as the companies,
universities, congressional delegations, members of the Craig
District Advisory Council and Grazing Advisory Board, and
numerous individuals.

Federal Agencies

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation '
Environmental Protection Agency
Federal Highway Administration
Small Business Administration
U.S. Department of Agriculture
_Agriculture Stablllzatnon and Conservatlon
Service
U.S. Forest Service
Soil Conservation Service
1U.S. Department of Commerce
U.S. Department of Defense
U.S. Department of Energy
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Western Area Power Administration
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
U.S. Department of the Interior .
Bureau of Indian Affairs
- Bureau of Mines
Bureau of Reclamation .
Minerals Management Service (Offshore)
National Park Service .
Office of Surface Mining
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
U.S. Geological Survey
U.S. General Accounting Office

Local Agencies and Governments

Associated Governments of Northwest Colorado
Daggett County Commissioners

Lincoln/Unitah Association of Governments
Moffat County Commissioners

Moffat County Planning Department

Northwest Colorado Council of Governments
Northern Colorado Water Conservancy District
Rifle Chamber of Commerce
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Rio Blanco County Commissioners

Rio Blanco County Development Department
Routt County Commissioners

Routt County Regional Planning Department
Uintah Basin Association of Governments
Uintah County Commissioners -

State Agencies

Colorado Department of Agriculture
Colorado Department of Health

Colorado Department of Highways
Colorado Department of Labor and Employment
Colorado Department of Natural Resources
Colorado Division of Wildlife -

Colorado Forest Service

Colorado Mined Land Reclamation Division
Colorado State Historic Preservation Officer
Colorado Water Conservation Board

Utah Division of Wildlife Resources

Utah Office of Planning & Budget (State Cleannghouse)

Utah State Historic Preservation Officer
Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality
Wyoming State Planning Coordinator’s Office

Organizations

American Canoe Association
American Horse Protection Assn., Inc.
American Petroleum Institute
American Wilderness ailiance
Audubon Society of Western Colorado
Big Horn Jeep Club

Club 20

Colorado Cattlemen’s Association
Colorado Council of Professional Archaeologists
Colorado Guides and Outfitters Association
Colorado Historical Society

Colorado Mining Association
Colorado Native Plant Society
Colorado Open Space Council
Colorado Wildlife Federation
Colorado Wilderness Network
Colorado Wool Growers Association
Environmental Defense Fund
Environmental Policy Institute

Friends of the Earth

Grand River Institute

Independent Petroleum Association of the Mountain States

National Audubon Society
National Organization for River Sports



National Wildlife Federation

Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc.
Nature Conservancy

Northwest Rivers Alliance -

Rocky Mountain Oil and Gas Association
Routt-Moffat Wool Growers

Sierra Club |
Southwest Wyoming Industrial Association
Wilderness Society

Upper Colorado Environmental Plant Assn.
Utah Mining Association

Utah Wilderness Association

Western Colorado Committee for Public Access
Western Colorado Congress

Wildlife Management Institute

Wyoming Wildlife Federation

In addition, copies of the draft document were mailed
to individuals on our RMP/EIS mailing list.

LIST OF PREPARERS

Roy S. Jackson
Area Manager, Little Snake Resource Area

Glenn Sekavec

Assistant District Manager for Planning and Environmental
Assistance

Carol A. MacDonald
Team Leader

Duane Johnson
Program Manager

Terence R. Loyer
Planning Coordinator

Beverly Kolkman
Editor

Michael Albee
Wildlife

David J. Axelson
Economics, Social Values

Steve Bennett

Technical Coordinator (Natural History, Recreatlon
Cultural Resources, Wilderness, Economics, Social Values,
Coal Unsuitability) '
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David Cooper
Recreation, Wilderness

John S. Denker

Threatened/Endangered/Candidate/Colorado BLM Sensi-
tive Plant Species, Natural History

Johnathan W. Dodt.
Recreat_ion

Janet Hook
Coal Geology

Gary Hoppe

Technical Coordinator (Wildlife, Threatened/Endangered/
Candidate/Colorado BLM Sensitive Plant Spec:es, Soils,
Water Resources, Forestry)

Marilyn K. Kastens
Soils, Water Resources

Henry S. Keesling
Cultural Resources

Russell W. Kraph
Soils

Ole Olsen

. Climate and Air Quality

Mary M. Pressley
Writer/Editor

Vernon O. Rholl, Jr.
Lands/Realty, Access/Transportation, Technical Coordina-
tor (Geology, Mineral Resources, Air Quality), Cartographer

Mary J. Ryan
Word Proc_:essor

Greg Shoop
Oil and Gas

Kelly L. Sparks
Technical Coordinator (Fire, Wild Horses, Vegetation,
Livestock Grazing)

Edwin M. Zaidlicz
Forestry, Recreation, Wilderness
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Comment

RESPONDENTS

List 1
Speakers at Public Hearings

Number Individual, Group or Agency

A-1

A-3
A4
A-5
A-6
A7
A-8
A9
A-10
A-11
A-12
A-13
A-14
A-15
A-16
A-17
A-18
A-19
A-20
A-21
A-22
A-23
A-24
A-25
A-26
A-27
A-28
A-29
A-30
A-31
A-32

Denver, CO - March 10, 1986

Kirk Cunningham
John Wade

Eleanor Von Bargen
John Norton

Tony Merten

Tom Easley

Connie Albrecht
Doug Rebotham
Rocky Smith

~Mary Boldt .. .-

Susan Martin
Dianne Andrews -
Dorothy Cohan
M.P. Steinkamp
Mike Figgs

Dave Allured

Earl Jones

Robert Ripple
Nicholas Brown
Roger Fuehrer
Gingy Anderson
Linda Batlin
Martin Walter
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PROCEEDINGS

MR. DONNIE SPARKS: Good evening, ladies and

gentlemen. T think we will go ahead and start. Although
there's a few people still sigr-\ing in, we'll go ahead and
start with the introductory material and continue to sign
in as you come in.

My name is Donnie R.-Séarks. I'm the District
Manager for Cunsn City, Colorado.. I-will be the presiding
officer at this hearing.

This public heafing is for the United States
Department of Interior, Bureau of Land Management to
receive information am‘i comments on the adeguacy cf‘ the
Draft Little Snake Resource Management Plan and the
Wilderness Technical éupplement to the Resource Management
Plan. Copies of these document; are available in thé back
of the room on the table where you signed in.

Most of you ul;xdoubtedly signed the attendance
sheet as you came in the room. However, if you’ve not done
so, I would ésk you to sign now. 1f you plah to make a
statement, be sure to check the appropriate space on the
utténdance sheet s0 we can add your name to the list of
speakers.

The official reporter, seated behind me and to my
right now, is écctt Ford, c§ the federal Reporting Service,

Incorporated. He will prepare a verbatim transcript of

20

21

22
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SPEAKERS:

Duane Johnson : 6
Greg Goodenow 11
Kitrk Cunningham 20
John Wade 23
Eleanor Von Bargen 24
John Norton X ) 28
Tony Mertin 29
Tom Easley 31
Connie Albrecht 33
Doug Rebothan kL)
Rocky Smith 38
Mary Boldt 42
Susan Martin ) 43
Dianne Andrews 47
Dorothy Cohan 50
Merna Steinkamp 51
Mike Figgs : 53
Dave Allured 53
Earl Jones 55
Robert Ripple 56
Nicholas Brown 58
Roger Fuehrer 62
Gingy Anderson 65
Linda Batlin 68
Martin Walter 69
Lawrence Papp 73
Matthew Duhaime 74
Joe McGloin 77
Pam Hoge 79
David Walder 82
Rosalind McClellan 85
Virginia Castro 89
Tamara Wiggans %0
Diane Witters 94

As

everything that is said at this hearing. If you wish to
obtain a copy of the transcript, you should make your own
arrangements with him.

A hearing panel has been designated to receive
your comments. They are at the table in front of me: Bill
Pulford, the Craig District Manager; Glenn Sekavic, Chief
of Planning & Fnvironmental Assistance in the Craig
bDistrict Office; Duane Johnson, Project Manager for the
Little Snake Resource Management Plan and EIS; and, Greg
Goodenow, Program Manager for the Wilderness Technical
Supplement.

This hearing panel is here to make sure that we
clearly understand your comments. To achieve this, the
hearing panel menbers or I may ask clarifying questions at
the end of each speaker's remarks. These questions should
not be interpreted as expressions of any predetermined
position of the person asking the question or the Bureau of
Land Management or of the Department of Interior. We
simply want to make sure that we understand what the
comments are and the points you are trying to make.

At this time, T will formally call the public
meeting to order. This hearing is designed for you to give
us your information and comments on the document including

the wilderness recommendations, the adequacy of analysis,

data or methodologies in the documents, and the merit of
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the alternatives considered in the plan. Your comments
ahout the document and the management of the resources
within the Little Snake Resource Area will.be carefully and
fully considered in the development of the final Resource
Management Plan and Environmental Impact statemént. The
final document will include a record of public comments,
responses to substantive comments on the adequacy of the
draft plan, and any modifications or corrections to the
plan. The record of these hearings will accompany the
Colorado State Director's recommendations on wilderness to
Washington for consideration by the Bureau of Land
Management, the Secretary of Interior, the President, and
the Congress.

This hearing is not a debate or a quéstion and
answer session. Therefore, I will allow no questions,
debate, or cross examination hetween the participants. If
you have questions about the Little Snake Resource
Management Plan or the Environmental Impact Statement or
the Wilderness Technical Supplement, we will have BLM
personnel available after the meeting and we'll try to
answer your questions and provide you with information that
will help you to prepare any written comments that you may
have.

Now, I will ask Duane Johnson to present a brief

overview of the.Draft Little Snake Resource Management Plan

A

1. Determination of Suitability of certqin Areas for
Mineral Development.

2. Management of Ecologlcal Factors, Inc¢luding
Vegetation to Best Meet Livestock, Wildlife, Wild
Horse Needs, and Demand for Woodland Products.

3. Determination of Need for Special Management
Considerations.

4. Determination of Needed Realty Actions.

5. Determination of Access and Transportation Needs.

Alternatives were formulated. These alternatives
were developed to provide a variation of management
opportunities from these favoring resource protection to
those favoring resource development. Current Management of
the No Action alternative was first. It was the
continuation of existing management policies, plans, and
practices. Energy and Minerals alternative with emphasis
on the production and development of energy and other
mineral resourves. Commodity Production, emphasis on
mineral and livestock production from public lands.

Renewable resources, emphasis on the management and

production of renewable resources. National Environment,

emphasis on protection and enhancement of the natural
environment and resources of substantive scientific
interest.

From these, a Preferred Alternative was

. J. develaoped.

As

and the Environmental Impact Statement. And, then, Greg
Goodenow will follow with a brief overview of the
Wilderness Technical Supplement.

MR, DUANE JOHNSON:

Good evening. First, on the

wall over here, we have alternative maps. These
alternative maps are out of the RMP. Over here, we have
overlays which depict the management priority areas of the
Preferred Alternative. I realize they're kind of hard to
see. So, after the meeting if you'd like to look at them
or have any questions, we'll be available.

The Little Snéke Resource Management Plan is
designed to become a comprehensive plan. When implemented,
it will establish land-use priorities for specific areas
within the Little Snake Resource Area. The Little Snake
Resource Arca contains 1.3 million surface acres
administered by the BLM and an additional 1.1 subsurface
federal mineral estate acres. :The RMP will provide a
general framework for management to make future
on-the-around decisjions. It is not intenéed to make
finite, specific decisions for individual resources, rather
it is designed to provide overall multiple-use objectives
and management direction for the resource area.

The initial step of this planning process was to
identify "issues" affecting public land management. The

issues identified from cur scoping meetings were:

,i
| A

The following factors were considered in

| developing the alternative: .

1. Principleg of multiple use and sustained yield is
set forth in the Federal Land Policy Management
Act and other federal laws and regulations.

2. Relative significance of public land products,
services, and uses to local and other economics.

3. Present and potential uses of public land.

4. Long-term benefits and adverse impacts versus

short—term benefits and adverse impacts.

[ Impacts cf‘useg on adjacent or ngarby nonfederal
! and nonpublic land surface over federal owned

. mineral estate. .

Relative scarcity of the values and availability
! of alternatives. )

The objectives of the Preferred Alternative was:
Attempt to b;lance conflicts among other

resources.

| 2. 1Incorporate necessaty constraints t6 protect

,I resources from d‘ecli.ne. h .

/ The fc!l‘owing are Management Actions resource by
‘ resource from the Preferred Alternative: .

Coal - 638,808 acres would be acceptable for
fux:ther consideration for federal coal leasing.

Ii This amounts to approximately 5.8 billion tons of
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8. Fire Management. A Fire Management Plan would he

coal.

2., 0il and Gas would be allowed with restrictions to 2 developed for the Little Snake Resource Area.

protect other resources. 3 9. Wilderness - recommend Diamond Dreaks for

a wilderness designation. Do not recommend the

3. Livestock Grazing - long term forage availability

s following WSAs for wilderness designation: West

»

would be 163,493 AUMs. 1If short-term adjustments,
) Cold springs, Cross Mountain, Ant Hills, Chew

s which would be 148,821 AUMs, are initiated and N

7 long-term management practices are developed, 7 Winter Camp, Peterson Draw, Vale of Tears, Tepee
s preference will be restored to within 2% of the ] Draw.

q original stocking rates. 9 10. Natural Areas - designate the following sites as
0 4. Wildlife Habitat on public land - forage would be 10 special areas: Limestone Ridge RNA (1350 acres):

,,| R available for 61,000 mule deer, 18,400 elk, 7,500 i Irish Canyon ACEC (including Ink S5prings RNA)

12 Pronghorns, and 70 bighorn sheep. BLM would 12 (11,680 acres); Lookout Mountain ACEC {6500

13 continue to coordinate with the Division of 13 acres); Cross Mountain Canyon ACEC (3000)

1a l| wWildlife. ’ 14 | 11. Recreation - the following areas would be manned
5. Threatened and Endangered and Sensitive Plants - is i as recreational areas: Irish Canyon ACEC

designate areas as Resource Natural Areas to (12,280); Little Yampa Canyon/Juniper Canyon

protect these plants. (19,840): Cross Mountain (13,000 acres), which

would include the Cross Mountain ACEC: Cedar

19 ‘ Mountain (880 acres); Cold Springs Mountain
i

'|Bl . 6. Soil and Water Resources - protect fragile soil

,cl: anq water areas through special performance

% standards. % (27,600 acres).

21 7. FPorest Land and Woodlands ~ existing 10 year 2 ‘ 12, ORV Designation - manage for either open, limited,
; forced management plans would continue for Diamond 2 i or closed depending on the area.

Peak/Middle Mountain and Douglas Mountain. 23 13. Palentology - develop a program to Inventory,

24 Commercial forest lands would he managed on a classify, and designate, and monitor resources.

2 sustained yield basis. 25 14. Rights of Way - no designated corridors.

l\]l :

f \ 15. Access, Roundary Markings, and Road Requirements -
i

A2

up front here, after the meeting if you have questions, we

prepare an activity plan for access and . .
have a general location map that shows private surface,

transportation. .
state surface, federal surface, and also private and state

The RMP/EIS was printed and available to the
' mineral and federal mineral rights for each of the eight

i
5 public for view in February, 1986. The public has 90 days f . .
WSAs we're considering.
in which to review the draft document and provide comment. .
. H The Wilderness Technical Supplement which is

7 Any comments will be addressed in the final RMP. The.draft

available at the back table contains a summary which

5 document will then be modified, if necessary, and a final .
8 highlights many of the impacts. It contains a purpose and

RMP/EIS will be printed and provided to the governor for
¢ / P né p g needs section which will explain our Wilderness Study

coneistency review in early September of 1986. This s
10 o4 Y Sep Process in more detail than I am tonight, description of

,,‘ document will, also, be available to the public in R
the alternatives and management actions under each of those

i 1

12 i| September. The final document will not be a reprint of the !

l 13‘ alternatives in much more detail, and a summary of the
'

draft, unless necessary, but will be a document with . . .
impacts of each of those alternatives. The Wilderness

comments and responses. The Craig District Manager and the

Technical Supplement analyzes the impacts of designating or

15 1] Little Snake Resource Area Manager will then prepare a . . . . .
| 15 )| not designating eight Wilderness Study Areas, or WSAs, as
i

i
Te Record of Decision. The Record of Decision is ‘scheduled to : : y .
o wilderness. Alternatives analyzed include designated all,

be available in early 1987. The final RMP/EIS and Record

17 some, or none of each WSA as wilderness. Each WSA is

12 of Decision will contain BLM's final decision for the 5 -
P e analyzed individually in cites specifically. The

i proposed areas. Thank you. :
19 Wilderness Study Areas are managed by the Burcau of Land
MR. GREG GOODENOW: My name is Greg Goodenow.

2 Management, or BLM, as part of the Craig District's Little
21 I'm the Project Manager for the Wilderness Technical R
Snake Resource Area in northwest Colorado. This analysis
22 Supplement. We have several maps here tonight. Across the ce s .
and the analysis in the Wilderness Technical Supplement is

back of the room, the USGS Quads that show the approximate [ . . .
intended to he used in conjunction with the Little Snake

houndaries of the Wilderness Study Areas. The same maps, I
. 2 RMP and supplements that analysis.

s
~
o

25 || reproduced in the Wilderness Technical Supplement. Also, The Bur ¢ Land Mana t's Wilder
. 25 e eau o il gemen' s ness
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Program is a result of the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act, or FLPMA, of 1966. Two sections of this
law apply, Section 603 and Scction 202. This is important
for you to understand our process in that while the
analysis is the same, under these different authorities,
the decision process is a little different.

Section 603 of FLPMA directs the Secretary of the
Interior to review public land areas of 5000 acres or more
determined to have wilderness characteristicas. The
Secretary then recommends to the President the sui:;bility
or non-suitability of each area for preservation as
wilderness. The Congress will ultimately decide whether to
designate or not desjgnate the areas as wilderness. The
West Cold Spring, Diamond Breaks, and Cross Mountain
Wilderness Study Areas are being studied under the
authority of this section of FLPMA.

Section 202 of FLPMA provides authority through
the land-use planning process which is the RMP process to
study and recommend as wilderness areas, areas not covered
under Section 603. While the study process is the same, if
the BLM Colorado State Director determines that the areas .
are not suitable for wilderness designation, he can drop
them from further consideration. This would be done in the
final land~use plan decision. If they are found suitable,

Congress muest make the final decision to designate or not

A
BLM must determine whether an areca is more suitable for
wilderness designation or more suitable for other uses
congidering all values, resources, and uses of the public
Jand. The study phase‘ for wilderness includes four major
steps; issue identification, application of planning
criteria and quality standards for analysgis and
documentation, formulation of alternatives, and evaluation
of the environmental consequences. All these steps are
discussed in more detail in the Jdocument. ngues weée
identified both nationally and locally through the RMP
process. The planning criteria and quality standards are
presented on Page S5-2 of the Wilderness Technical
Supplement in the Summary. .

Alternatives were developed which looked
designating all, some, or none of each WSA's wilderness.
These options correlate to the all wilderne;s, conflict
resolution, and nc-action; no-wilderness alternatives. The
no-action alternative allows for development under multiple
use, while the no wilderness alternative protects each
area's potential for backpacking, hiking, and non~motorized
forms of recreation, but does not recommend designation.

The fourth step of the study process is an
analysis of the envirsnmental impacts of the alternatives.

A detailed analysis for each WSA is included in the

P

|

~

«
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designate them as wilderness. Five WSAs, Ant Hills, Chew
Winder Camp, Peterson Draw, Tepee Draw, and Vale of Tears
are being studied under this authority.

While eight WSAs are located in BLM's Little
Snak; Resource Area, Craig District in western Moffat
Couéty, two of the WSAs, west'Cold Spring and Diamond
Rreaks, extend to the Bureau of Land Management's Diamond
Mountain Resource Area.'v;rnal District in Dagot County,
Utah. They total 90,887 acres.

BLM has developed a wilderness review process
consisting of three phases; inventory, study, and
reporting. The inventory phase involved identifying the
public lands that contain wilderness characteristics
established by Congress. Quote, "A Wilderness, in contrast
with those areas where man and his own works dominate the
landscape, is hereby recognized as an area where the earth
and its community of life are untrammeled by man, where man
himself is a visitor who does not remain." The inventory
phase was completed in Little Snake Resource Area in
November of 1980. Eight WSA's were found to contain the
wilderness characteristics,.the eight that we have
discussed in the document tonight-and that there are maps
of.

The study phase recommends WSAs as suitable or

nonsuitable for wilderness designation. Based on FLPMA

A
document for resources which may be impacted by dcsig&atjon
or nondesjignation.

Both the draft and final analysis will be
Prepared. Corments on this wilderngss Technical Supplement
and on the Draft Little Snake Resource Management Plan will
be used to prepare the Preliminary Final Impact Statement
and the Wilderness Study Report. When the Preliminary
Final Environmental Impact Statement and the Wilderness
Study Report are approved, the study phase will be
completed.

. The five Section 202 WSAs may be dropped from
further consideration for wilderness by the .Colorado State
Director through BLM's land use planning process.

The final part of the Wilderness Review Process
for BLM is reporting. Upon completion of the study, final
recomnendations as to whether the WSAs are suitable or
nonsuitable for designation as wilderness will be made by
BLM through the Secretary of thg Interior to the.President.
This recommendation will include a mineral survey, which
will be conducted by the U. §. Geological Survey and Bureau
of Mines. Again, this process does not apply to any
Section 202 WSAs found to be nonsuitable by the Colorado
State Director.

 Congress has the sole authority for designating

any federally administered land as wilderness. Congress
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will Fake-the recommendations submitted by the President
along with any information it may have obtained through its
own sa‘urces and will pass legislation that would formally
designate WSAs as wilderness or release them for uses other
than wilderness.

All eight WSAs are currently managed under BLM's
Interim.Management Po{icy and Guidelines for Lands Under
Wilderness Review and maintain their suitability for
preservation as a wilderness. The three Section 603 WSAs
will continue to be managed under the inner management
policy until Congress either designates them as wilderness
or releases them for other uses. The five Section 202 WSAs
will be dropped from interim management if the Colorado
State Director determines .that they are nonsuitable for
wilderness designation. If the State Director determines
_tney are guitable, they will remain under the Interim
Management Policy until Congress decides .whether or not to
designate them as wilderness. As long as a WSA remains
under the Interim Management Policy, the Bureau of Land
Management will maintain the WSA's suitability for
preservation as wilderness.

Rased on ;the results of the analysgis in the
Wilderness Technical Supplement and additional analysis in
the Little Snake Resource Management Plan, the following

prelinminary findings have béen presented for public view

Aso

representing. 1I1f you're representing an organization,
indicate that. If you're representing only yourself, then,

1ndicace you re representanq yourself. It would be helpful

if you would give the reporter a copy of any prepared

statement you might have. If you have an extra copy,
please, give it to him just prior to your presentation.

All individuals are expected to confine their

remarks to five minutes or less, however 1t works out for

you. Thls tlme limitation will be enforced so that

everyone can be given an opportunxty to epeak. If time is

available at the end of the hearan, individuals who are

unab)e to cnmplete thexr testxnnny w111 Pe given the time
to do it then. They will be called in the same order as

oniginally called. I will try to give each of the speakers

an indication when you have one minute left to complete

your remarks.

Written commenta will be accepted in lieu of oral

presentutions or as a supplement to your oral presentation.

All comments w111 be given the same amount of

consxdetation. They should be submitted durlng the course

of the hearing or at any time on or before May 9, 1986. 1If
written comments are not subm!tted toduy, they should be
addressed to the Little Snake RMP Project Manager, Bureau
of Land Management, Craig Dxatrlct Office, 455 Emerson

Street, Craig, Colorado, 81625. This address can be found

A

and comment hefore preparation of a final document.
Diamond Breaks is recommended as suitable for inclusion in
the national wilderness preservation system. West Cold
Springs and Cross Mountain WSAs are not recommended as
suitable for inclusion. Ant Hills, Chew Winter Canp,
Peterson Draw, Tepee Draw, and Vale of Tears WSAs are not
suitabls for inclusion in the national wilderness
preservation system_and will be drcp;_:ed from further
consideration..

Again, as is mentioned in the cover of the
documents and was menticred earlier_qomments will be
accepted through May 9,_ 1986,

MR. SPARKS: If there is anyone tnat came in late
and didn't get a chance to sign up, this would probably be
a good time to go ahead and do that.

To insure that a complete and accurate record of
the hearing is made, only one person should speak at a time
and everyone should remain as quiet as possible while the
hearing is in progress. During the hearing, no one will be
recognized other than F.he designated speaker and members of
the hearing panel. Any elected gff:icials present who wish
to make 4 statement will be called on first. Other
speakers will then be called in the order in which the
requests to speak_have been received. To assist the

reporter, please, state your name, address, and who you are
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on the inside front cover .of the Draft Resource Management
Plan or in the Wilderness ‘Technical Supplement..

The transcript of this hearing will be available
for public inspection at various BLM offices: the Colorado
State Office in Denver; the.Craig District Office and the
Little Snake.Resource Area Office, both in Craig; the
Vernal District Office in Vernal, Utah; and, the Utah
State Office in Salt Lake City, Utah. The transcript will
be available at these locations approximately 25 days after
the hearing.

1f there are any questions on hearing procedure,
we will answer them now.

. {No audible response.) .

. MR. SPARKS: . Okay.. If there ara2 no more
guestions, we are now ready to receive your presentations.
Please, begin your oral statement by stating your name,
address, and organization you represent. - Our. first speaker
will be Kirk .Cunningham. . . Lo .

MR, KIRK CUNNINGHAM: My name is Kirk Cunningham.
My address is 680 Tantra Drive in Boulder, 80303. I'm
representing mostly myself here tonight. I'm, also, the
Conservation Chairman for the Sierra Club in Colorado, so I
will make a few comments on that group's behalf. However,
.the official comments, most of them at least, for oup.group

will be made by Mark Pearson or Cheryl Kanier at your
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hearing out on the western slope.

As far as the wilderness recommendations are
concerned, we are disappointed, of course, that th;IBLM has
decided not to recommend most of the areas for wilderness.
In particular, I have personally visited both Diamond
Breaks and Cross Mountain several times and I certainly
support your recommendation for Diamond Breaks
wholeheartedly. Cross Mountain, in particular, I think, a
bad break from your recommendations. I think it deserves
much better than that. Vale of Tears is an area I'm
somewhat familiar with, at least from a distance, and also
West Cold Spring has a reputation among people that I know
as an excellent area for wildlife viewing.

Just a few other comments about some aspects of
the plan. Aside from wilderness, one of the things that
we're concerned about in the area is the management of soil
and water resources because I think the Draft Plan and EIS
make clear that this is a critical problem in the area or,
at least, in the western part. I wanted to make two small
comments with respect to management of these resources
which 1 have just gotten to understand just recently. The
BLM up in Baggs, Wyoming, or in that management area up
around there has been doing a study along with University
of Wyoming on the introduction of beaver into stream

channels as a means of soil and repeairing and zone
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to the extent that they can in any effort to improve
environment in your fesource area through volunteer
efforts. Thank you.
MR. SPARKS: John Wade?
MR. JOHN WADE: I'm John Wade from Pueblo, "220
West 15th Street, 81003, I speak as the Conservation Chair
of the Pueblo group of the Colorado Mountain Club and,
although not officially their representative, to some
extent for the Conservation Committee of the Colorado
Mountain Club statewide as n i. » . of it and, in turn,
it‘s a member of the Coloraco Ervi--mental Coalition.
Since 1 had expec e in a water law class
tonight instead of here, I have not made the thorough study
that I might have, but I speak as one of the many eastern
slope people who are concerned about the resources of the

western alope and am particularly disappointed that Cross

Mountain was not r 4 for wild status. It
seems to me that at least part of the reasoning why it was
not relates to oil and gas and all that I can gather is
that, at least, ~— exploration doesn't indicate that much
likely oil and gas to be there. And, even so, it's a very
small part of what's available in oil and gas rescurces
there.
on thg more positive aide, as population

increases and there are more people looking for outdoor
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restoration. I only saw one small mention of this in your
document and’I would like you to consider it more carefully
if you can because it has the advantage of being both cheap
and effective if this research is to be believed. Another
thing I would like you to consider is a type -- some
experimentation, at least, if nothing more, on some
alternative grazing methods in your diuc;lct. The Grand
Junction District has such an experimental program under
what's called the Savory System and if there are willing
operators in your area, I would certainly recommend that.
In general, I think that the Praft Environmental
Inpact Statement painte a pretty grim picture of the
declining resources in this area. It aseems that all the
natural indicators are going down rather than up or even
remaining level. I don’t think -- my own personal! opinion
of this ie that the BLM's proposed plan does not do enough
to maintain the resource, let alone improve it. It seems
to me that the national environment alternative is a closer
approximation to what would really protect a resource.
Finally, let.me say that the recent memo from
Secretary Hodell's office has indicated the importance of
involving volunteer groups in various types of cleanup work
and whatever needs to be done {n public lands. I would
certainly like to let you know that the Sierra Club and I'm

sure other environmental groups are interested in helping
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recreation, we need to be preserving areas of significance,
such as Cross Mountain, so that all areas will not be
overcrowded and over-used and so that not only the
mountains and canyons, but the wildlife and other features
may be preserved. I'm thinking of ecological diversity of
the species that are endangered or, if not strictly on the
endangered species list, ar; scarce. Thinking of the
éositive features of that mountain area, thefe is xayaking,
hiking in season, and the ability to view falcons, eagles,
big horn sheep, and a lot of other game and wildlife that
;ou would ha;e difficulty seeing ae readily.

I cannot speak as well in the other areas. I
would think that more than just Cross Mountain ought to be
recommended, but that's the one 1 am particularly concerned
about and disappointed that it was ﬁot recommended.

MR. SPARKS: The next speaker will be B;eanor von
Bargen.

MS. ELEANOR VON BARGEN: My name is Bleanor Von
Bargen and I live at 5555 East Yale in Denver, Colorado,
80222, ana 'm the President of the Colorado Native Plant
Soclety and wish to make a statement on their behalf. We
thank you for the opportunity that we have tonight to
comment on the Draft Little Spake Resource Management Plan.

The Colorado Native Plant Society will submit

more detailed written comments on the RMP. So, this
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evening, I shall merely outline briefly our impressions
naturally focusing on the RMP's provisions relating to
plants.

First, we recognize and appreciate the
considerable effort and care that has gone into the
preparation of this plan. Specifically with respect to the
plant resources, we appreciate the fact that a capable
trained BLM botanist was involved both in the inventories
and surveys of the plant resources of the Little Snake area
and in preparation of this document. This botanical
expertise together with information provided by other
botanical scientists is reflected in the listing in the RMP
of 23 “BLM Sensitive” plant species, together with two
other plants that are federal candidates for listing as
endangered species. Obviously, the Little Snake Resource
Area contains many plants and plant communities that are of
special interest to the scientific community. The Colorado
Native Plant Society strongly supports protection and
preservation of these uncommon botanical resources which
repreasent important components of our nation's national
heritage.

We are pleased that the Preferred Alternative
proposes designation of Limestone Ridge as a Research
Natural Area, and of Irish Canyon, Lookout Mountain, and

Cross Mountain Canyon ACECs. We are aware of the important
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only to our state, but also are an importance nationally
and globally. The Ink Springs site is one such example and
we urge that it be protected as an RNA. For the same
reasons, we likewise request and urge that G-Gap and Horse
Draw be designated RNAs and that Hell's Canyon be
designated an ACEC. We, also, wish to point out that the
protective measures outlined in the Preferred Alternative
for those sites specify "avoidance stipulations for remnant

plant associations...”, but do not specify such provisions
for the sengitive plant species known to ocevur on each of
these sites.

Similarly, the Colorado Native Plant Society
urges adequate protective measures to maintain the very
special plant associations found within three other sites:
Ace In The Hole, Vermillion Bluffs, and Vermillion Creek
Falls. We appreciate that the RMP specifically recognizes
and describes the values within these areas and the intent
to insure their continued survival and to protect them by
administrative means. We ask that this intent be élarified
by inclusion in the final RMP of specific fencing
provisions to protect these areas from livestock grazing.

Thank you for your consideration.

MR. SPARKS: Does the panel have any questions?

(No audible response.)

MR. SPARKS: The next speaker will be John
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plant values for each of these sites and, therefore, the
colorado Native Plant Society fully supports designation of
each of these proposed Special Management Areas.

We wish to request, however, that Special
Management Area designation be proposed in the final RMP
for four other sites, totaling only about 1,525 additional
acres. We note that each of these four sites, Ink Springs,
G-Gap, Horse Draw, and Hells Canyon, was indjcated as a
possible Special Management Area under one or more
alternatives, but that they were omitted from the Preferred
Alternative recommendations for SMAs. We are puzzled, in
particular, by the fact that Ink Springs was proposed for
R¥A designation in all of the other alternatives except, of
course, current management, yet was not so proposed in the
Preferred Alternatives. BAlthough we realize Ink Springs is
included in the Irish Springs ACEC, as delineated in the
RMP, it seems to us logical that any site proposed for RNA
designation upder the alternatives most oriented toward
resource development, also should receive such designation
under the Preferred Alternatives. It is not necessary to
take time here to review the important plant resources
within the Ink Springs site, as they are well summarized in
Appendix 22 of the RMP. The Colorado Native Plant Society
wants to reiterate, however, its concern for an interest in

the rare plant associations that are of special concern not
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Norton.

MR. JOHN NORTON: My name is John Norton. I live
1818 East 24th Avenue, Denver, B0205. It seems to me like
this is all boiling down to straight economics. When you
get down to it, the benefits of wilderness are just as
tangible and real as the benefits of oil and gas
exploration. The only problem is is these benefits aren't
traded on the open market. But, like I say, nevertheless,
it doesn't make them any less real. As the supply of
public land available for wilderness decreases, it's value
increases just like anything else. Given the fact that
there seems to be little oil and gas potential in these
Wilderness Study Areas and with so much available around
them, it seems to me like we would be wasting a viable
resource in not designating this as wilderness.

I want to commend the BLM on Diamond Breaks
designation and hope that you include the others,
especially Cross Mountain in your considerations. Thank
you.

MR. SPARKS: Yeah, does the panel have guestions?

MR. GLEN SEKAVIC: 1 have a question, yes. You
spoke of the 0il and gas potential in the Wilderness Study
Areas. Do you have information that would facilitate us
coming up with a more definitive —- value whatever that

might be?
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MR. NORTON: No, I don't, personally.

MR. SEKAVIC: Okay. Do you know where we may be
able to supplicate the information that we have?

MR. NORTON: No, I don't.

MR. SPARKS: Are there any other questions?
(No audible response.)

MR. SPARKS: Thank you. The next speaker ‘will be
Tony Mertin,

MR, TONY MERTIN: I didn’t finish writing my
statement 80 I'm not -- my name is Tony Mertin. I live in
Post Office Box 261112 in Lakewood, Colorado. I'm
representing myself tonight. However, I do belong to
several environmental organizations and including Earth
First. My remarks will basically address the economic
issues of the RMP.

It is clear after reviewing Chapter 3, economics
paragraphs that BLM has placed a disproportionate emphasis
on mineral extraction and resource exploitation in Little
Snake. BLM has subverted the concept of multiple use. For
example, of six proposed management alternatives, four
including the so-called Preferred Alternative, lean heavily
toward production and development which are synonymous with
plundering the land. As a further example, grazing is
authorized on 97% of federal lands in Little Snake and

livestock products generate 17.5 million dollars in revenue
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what wild lands remain in this good country, United States.

Thank you.

MR, SPARKS: Are there any questions?

(No audible response.)

MR. SPARKS: Thank you. Our Hext speaker will be
Tom Easley.

MR. TOM EASLEY: My name is Tom Easley. I live
at 1585 South Steele Street in Denver and I'm representing
myself here tonight. And, I guess, I should start out by
saying that while I live in Denver now, I lived in
northwest Colorado for about 10 years and became very
familiar with a lot of the lands you're talking about in
this plan. And, I especially became fond of the Wilderness
Study Areas that are included within the plan and I think
it's pretty amazing that out of the eight study areas,
you‘d only come up with one recommendation for a
wilderness. And, I base this opinion on my own experience
in wilderness areas around northwest Colorado. I feel
myself to be very fortunate in living around some of the
finest wildlands in Colorado for 10 years in the National
Forest around Steamboat Springs. But, to me, those areas
cannot compare to the Wilderness Study Areas that are in
the Little Spake Resource Area. These places are really
truly wilderness where you don't run across a lot of people

with high tech backpacking gear and so forth. You're
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in Routt and Moffat Counties.. Yet, hiking, camping,
fishing, sight seeing, white water rafting, backpacking,
skiing, and hiking generated 43.7 million dollars during
the same period of time. I am outraged that the primary
beneficiary of Little Snake landscape is the cow.

The paragraphs on economics in the RMP explain
that the economic base of Routt and Moffat County is as
mining, agriculture, and trade. Yet, nowhere in t;e
chapters in economics did I find any kind of analysis about
just how much mineral worth was there, what percentage it
represente of the national mineral wealth available, how
much it would cost to extract that mineral wealth, how much
it would cost taxpayers in subsidies just like the
subsidies taxpayers pay to support grazing in Moffat and
Routt Counties, and 8o on. I read that several millions of
dollars of revenue are generated each year from the mineral
and livestock activities, but I did not read how much of my
taxpayer money goes into Bubsidizing what is perceived
nationally to be a bunch of welfare ranchers in Rc‘zutt and
Moffat Countlies.

1 want to close my remarks by asking that BLM
re~evaluate their position on assigning wilderness lands in
Routt and Moffat Counties. As the gentleman spoke before
me, there is just as much value, if not greater value, in

having wilderness as a resource as there is in destroying
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really out there in the wilderness. So, I find it
incredible that you're only talking ahout Diamond Breaks
which, of course, deserves it, but so do Cold Springs
Mountain and Cross Mountain -- Crass Mountain, especially,
and the Dinosaur contiguous areas.

To add to that, I also became very much aware of
the values of the last free-flowing river essentially in
Colorado, the Yampa River. And, I'm encouraged to see that
you are talking about a special management provision for
the Juniper Canyon there. But, I, also, understand that
there is a strong possibility that the one end of that
Special Management Area might be given up for coal
development right next to the river. And, to me, this
again is very amazing considering the amount of.coal
regources around the area and, to me, that you'ée not
talking about & good sense of balance when you give up some
of those last wildlands and really degrading one of the
last free-flowing rivers in the state.

So, I would urge a more balanced view of the
resource,; the wildlife resource, the wildlands resource,
and the natural free-flowing river resource when you get
around to making it up for final plan. Thank you.
MR. SPARKS: Does the panel have any questions?
(No audible response.) '
Okay. Thank you.

MR. SPARKS: Our next speaker
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will be Connie Albrecht.

MS. CONNIE ALBRECHT: I'm Connie¢ Albrecht. I
work for Priends of the Farth and 1‘m here tonight
representing that organization. The P. 0. Box is 728,
Palisade, Colorado, 81526.

1've done a preliminary scan of this RMP and I
have looked at a number of other RMPs that have come out
from the BLM districts. In some ways, I think this, you
know, has some things to recommend. In comparison to the
other RMPs, I think you dié more, for example, as far as
emphasis on soils and vegetaéion, than did some of the
other RMPs. However, there are still some very similar
problems in this RMP, as I've ment.ione:d in comments on
other ones. And, T'll run through a couple of general
problems I see with this in our preliminary analysis.

One, there's no designation of corridors and just
simply putting a few areas off limits to corridor
development is not.sufficient. Also, on this issue, the
other adjacent resource areas have been deing corridor
designation and it's going to look a little odd when you
have a corridor coming to one boundary and, then, stopping
and,lthen, from then on ocut, it's open when you go into the
Little Snake area. So, I think, you really should go back
and laok at designating corridors nnd'having those match up

across the areas.
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allotments, you have an unknown status. How car‘x you
pt;saibly have done an asscssment and, then, on that basis
decided the recomﬁended Lreatmenés you have in there? And,
you have some very specific treatments recommended for the
range and I think theie's an issue here of who is
subsidizing treatments and whether those treatments are
designated for special ranchers or particular ranchers or
if they've really been done on the basis of some
assessment. And, 1 think that's a question this RMP is
going to have to answer. And, you did not look at
alternative metﬁods either, in terms of grazind management.
The last issue I'd like to speak to and it's our
concern about thé Yampa River. wé've always supported wild
and scenic designation for the Yampa. 1It's very special,
as Tom Easley mentioned,_becausé of its ~-- you know, it is
the last free-flowing tributary of the Colorado. And, it
certainly deserves more protection than what it is offered
in this Draft RMP. And, T will be looking at that more
closely and probably submitting more specifié comments on
what we think should be done, as far as protection. It,
also, does have habitat for some endangered fish species
and I think that the BLM should be talking to the Fish &
Wildlife Service and the work thit's been going on with the
Upper Basin Coordinating Committee and some of this area in

the Yampa has been designated Priority 1 habitat for the
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On o0i]l and gas leasing, our contention has always
been that having no surface occupancy stipulation is simply
not gufficient to protect special resources in the araa.
And, that includes some of the rare and endangered plants,
a8 well as some of the other riparian and recreation lands
in the area. The stipulations aren't always enforced and
they simply don't go far enough in protection.

1 would like to incorporate by reference the
recommendations that the Colorado Native Plant Society
offered because I'm, also, a member of the Pl;nt Society
and I was disappointed that there weren't more ACECs and

other management considerations given to the plant

resources in the area.

On grazing, I found it ;ather odd that given that
the —- is the most extensive use in this area that there
wasn't more attempt made at analysis of problems associated
with grazing and trying to balance grazing with some of the
other resources in the area. I'm not trying to run any of
the ranchers in that area out of business, but I do think
we have to look at their needs and their use of the land
and have it balanced with some of the other resourcea. For
example, on grazing, one of your charts showed that many of
the allotments, you don't even know what the status is.

You don't even know what the condition is of the range in

those allotments. So, on the basis of the majority of the
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squawfish and humpback chub. And, whatever protections you
have that come out of this RMP should be done in
coordination with that group and their recommendations.
And, as far as those species, I think we have to, you know
== the Y;mpa is a popular recreation area, but we have to
a2lso balance the recreation use against protection of
species. Any questions?

(No audible response.)

Our next speaker will be

MR. SPARKS: Thank you.

Doug Rehotham. ' .

MR. DOUG REBOTHAM: Thank you. My name is Doug
Rebotham. My address is 360 Humboldt Street gn Denver,
60218, And, 1'd like to address the conclusions in the
Wilderness Technical Supplement and specifically its
failure to recommend the Cross Mountain WSA for legislative
protection under the Wilderness Act.’

But, first off, I'd like to maybe reiterate what
Tom Fasley said about the wilderness qualities in the Cross
Mountain area. 1In my single visit there, I found them just
unmatched and truly spectacular and worthy of legislative
protection.

Secondly, 1'd like to mention my concern that the
BLM, with all due }espect. is excessively territorial in
its manngement.policies. And, none of thé agencies issued

priorities. 1Is this territoriality better illustrated than
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. archeological resources.

.increasingly difficult with all the development.
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in the area of wilderness recommendation? Althouagh the BLM

has promulgated a large rumber of innovated special
emphasis in managerent areas, virtuvally all are e
administrative in nature and do not require any

Such is the case with wilderness,
which can be designated only by Congress and within which
management. actions are strictly defined by law, Because
wilderness legislation severely limits the BLM's control of
public ;ands, there seems tO me. to have been a demonstrable
tendency_vithin the agency to reduce the acreage that
Congress will review for wilderness desigpatinn. AS an
example of this, the San Juan/San Miguel RMP endorsed only
one of eight WSAs which were endorsed for Congressional
wilderness protection by the BIM. The single area d;s the
28,000 acre chunk of land in the Delores River Canyon.
Yet, the BLM couldn't very well iqncrel public comment in
.which the majority view was very sypportive of wilderness.
Hence,_the_weber and Metafee Mountain wild;rness Study
Areas were not endorsed for wilderness designation by the
BLM and were administratively closed to development and
vehicular access. Séuaw Patoose and Cross Canyon, Also.
yeré administratively withdrawn due to fragile .
However, they were also

wilderqesq Study Areas.and were not recormended by the BLH.

for official wilderness designation.

A

to first toniaht talk about wilderness in general and why 1
think it's & good idea. There is an ever ;hrinking amount
of untrammeled land ip the United,SLa£es as cities expand,
more oil and gas déve]opment, mining dgveloPment, et
cetera, and Lhe;efcre I think it is very important that the
federal agencies do their part to preserve the last
remaining islands of land.that are pot developed @y'man.
That was, of course,_the_original purpose of the Wilderness
Act, to make sure that we had some such lands. These lands
provide primitive recreation and outstanding opportﬁnitieg
for eolitude and provide a home for wildlife, which is
Also,
wilderness ial good economics. We've been discovering in
the last éew years more and more people are coming to
Colorado avd_appnding their tourist dollars here bhecause we
have a reputation with having a state that has a lot of
beautiful land.that isn't touched where you can go
backpacking, h1x1n9, fishing, ciimbing. hunting, et eetera.
Although most of the land that_is well known is
the so-caixed_xoék and ice wilderness managed by the Forest
Service, I believe that BLM must do its part éo presérve
untrammeled land in Colorado and there"s very good Ire'asons
for this. A ;ot of BLM land has features not found in the
Forest Service land. It doesn't have the h}gh:pountains.

but it has more wildlife, a wider variety of vegetation,
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The point is BLM appears to be very willing to
protect a number of Wilderness Study Areas through
administrative means, yet not recommend their designation
for wilderness legislatively. This keeps all future
management options within the hands of the agency and the
problem is that future administrative-actions could very
quietly remove the protected mtipulations currently being
considered in the Little Snake RMP, whereas removal of
wilderneas designation would require an act of Congress.
And, the relevance that all this holds for the Cross
Mountain WSA becomes obvious when one considers that the
Preferred Alternative for Cross Mountain includes SRMA and
ACEC recommendations fsr the vast majority of the original
Cross Mountain WSA. These are administrative protections,
the intent of which obviously is to preserve tﬁe wild
characteristica of a Land IV recreational pursuits. But,
the question still remains that if the wild characteristics
of Cross Mountain are worthy of this protection, why not go
all the way and recommend it for wilderness. Thank yoﬁ.
MR. SPARKS: Questions from the panel?
(No audible response.)

MR. SPARKS:

Thank you. The next speaker will bhe

Rocky Smith.

MR. ROCKY SMITH: Hi, my name is Rocky Smith and

I regide at 1030 Pearl Street in Denver, &0203. I'd like

j A

‘ and i{s quite interesting. The few areas that I have

visited, 1 have been very amazed at the diversity in the

scenery and have heen quite impressed with it.

Given all of this, it's.very disappointing to
find that the Little Snake Resource Area on the Draft RMP
just released recommends only one area for wilderness out
of eight. I'm glad to see that you did recommend Diamond
Breaks. I hope you'll continue that recommendation in the
final l_’.MP. However, all the other areas have excellent
wilderness characteristice. Of the five Dinosaur adjacent

areas, all of them with the possible exception of Peterson

Draw which has a mine just outside the area, all would make
excellent additions to any wilderness in Dinosaur. So, T

don't think that a nonwilderness recommendation is called

| for at this time, even thouqh the areas by themselves may
i not be ultra-outstanding as are some of the other.areas, I
still think that these areas can be considered for

’ wilderness. They will ;dd to the Dinosaur system and make
it a little larger, provide a little more protection, a

little more isolation, a little more primitive recreation.

;,l So, therefore, I think they should all be recommended or,

i| at least, tentntivelx recommended., West Cold Springs WSA,

| from just glancing over your RMP tonight, I didn't see any

reason why this area should not be wilderness. All the

leases are post-FLPMA. It shouldn't provide any problem
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there and you, yourself, say in the RMP that the area does
have a lot of excellent wilderness characteristics.

The area I°'m particularly disappointed to see get
a nonwildernéss recoﬁmendation is the Cross Mountain WSA.
I visited this area last Memnri;l Day and had a great time
in spite of-scme slightly rough weather. First of all, it
was .hard to get go and, once we aot there, I was very
pleased with everything I saw, including the 1000 foot
gorge formed by the Yampa River, a herd of antelope, and
also some small animals and some cultural resources and
other things. And, I see absolutely no reason why this
area should not be recommended for wilderness. The BLM
might arque.;hat their designation in. the Preferred
Alternative in the RMP for Special Recreation Management
Area might protect th;s area, but_I would like_to point out
that this desiqhaticn could easily be removed by subsequent
ngency‘ma‘nagers. Also, this are.a just does n‘ot provide
enough p}oteCCion for the outstanding features in Cross
Mountain. Also, the bighorn sheep there neea protection.
it's -an excellent area for all sorts of récreations and
just for its own sake, tﬁe oil and gas found there, if any,
can certainly be écund elsewhere. And, there is just no
reason that this area éhogld not be in the wilderness
Thank you.

systen. That's all I have to say.

MR. SPARKS: Panel members?
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should be amended to approve wilderness designation for
particularly the Cross Mountain Wilderness Study Area,
eapecial_]y when selling 1% of the 1,878,000 acres available
for federal oil and gas leasing in that vicinity.

I'm pleased that the BLM has come through with

its recommendations for wilderness designation for Diamond

" Breaxs and Irish Canyon, but I also hope the fipal plan

will, also, include designation for other areas, especially
Cross Mountain, not just a§miniutrgtive pfptections, such
as a Resource Management Area, but inatead inclusion also
for protection under the Congressional wilderngss Act. Any
questions? .

{No audible response.)

MR. SI;ARKS= Thank you. Susan M:artin.

MS. SUSAN MARTIN: I am Sue Martin, 4700 Venturi
Lane, Fort Collins, Colorado, 80525. I'd like to speak
with two hats tonight. First, I'm the Conservation Chair
of the Colorado Native Plant Society and I would like to
comment on behaif of the Society, supplementing our
previouhlremarks that we are. indegd.:disappointed that
only the Diamond Breaks Wilderness Study Area is
recommended in the Preferred Alternative as .suitable for
wilderness designation. Becauae, inladditxon to the

special concern plant species and plaht associations about

with you've already heard our comments, the Colorado Native
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UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: No-

MR. SPARKS: Thank you. The next speaker is Mary
Boldt.
I live

MS. MARY BOLDT: My name is Mary Boldt.

at 390 South Poplar Way, Denver, 80224. I'm representing
myself here tonight. 1I'd like to thankX you gentlemen for
the opportunity to speak.

' I would like to support a-.wilderness designation
for BML {sic) lands in the Little Snake Resource Area.
Rocky mentioned a lot of tourist dollars come into the
state, but I can also attest to the fact that a lot of
people move here because of that -- use to get into the
mountains and experience the wild areas there. 1 don't
think we should have to move to Alaska or go up to Alaska
to see the.wilderness areas when they are available close
by. )

However, 1 found that there are a lot of
individuals and parties interested in developing the areas
for other uses, such as oil and gas leasing which adversely
impact the wilderness qualities of the iands. I think the
BML (sic) should be more concerned with insuring that
wildlife habitats in areas of ecological importance are
protected, such as Cross Mountain, Cold Springs Mountain,
the areas adjacent to Dinosaur National Monument, gnd the

Yampa River area. I believe the Resource Management Plan

A

Plant Society is equally concerned with conservation of all
our state's native flora, common species as.well as rare.
Although we realize that wilderness designation may be
accompanied by problems of overuse or abuse, other forms,
we nonetheless support wilderness for its many educational
and recreational opportunities, including the pleasures our
members, like many other people, derive from quiet
activities in natural settings. The RMP gtates and 1 think
it's worth quoting candidly, quote, "nondesignation of a
Wilderness Study Area would cause the loss of wilderness
values in the long term because of short term surface uses,
such as road construction, vegetation manipulation, surface
mining, or construction of facilities."” End quote. Page
4-8l. It seems inconceivable, then, that we cannot set
aside just 7% of BLM lands within the Little Snake Resource

Area which the eight WSAs would represent to prevent these

losses to our future quality of life. The Colorado Native

,‘ Plant Society, therefore, supports and urges the

recommendation- of all eight WSAs as suitable for
designation and we especially support Cross Mountain for
wilderness area designation recommendation.

Now, I'd like to change hats and speak for myself
in a bit of a different vein. By piofession, I ama

research scientist and in my business we are supposed to be

analytical and logical and take a structured approach to
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questions. So, naturally, when the RMP arrived, I was
eager as a person concerned with environmental values to
look at the NMatural Environment Alternative and ;5 cgﬁpare
that with other alternatives and ultimately, of course,
with referral alternative. I particularly was interested
in the stated objective of the Natural Environment
Alternative that, "it would emphasize the protection and
enhancement of the natural envircnment and resources, of
substantial scientific interest." That was a direct quote.
I want to speak to what our moderator introduced or brought
up to us as a possible subject of concern and that's the
merit of the alternatives. When I made a comparison of the
Natural Environmental Alternative, 1 first went to some of
the points, such as oil and gas, surely a developmental
point. The Natural Environment Alternative says one
million acres, 1.60 million acres would be open to leasing
for oil and gas with standard lease terms. Well, surely,
the energy and minerals is going to be many times that,
right? Guess again, 1.10 million acres opened to leasing
with standard lease terms. Well, let's see, the Natural
Environment Alternative, 686,000 acres opened with geasonal
restrictions because of critical wildlife habitat. And,
energy and minerals, the same. Natural Environment
Alternative, 100,000 acres open with avoidance stipulations

or no surface occupancy. Energy and minerals, 56,000.

I\ 47

slightly less development alternative, as I prefer to call
it, would make such a little difference in what is
available for development and production that it seems
ridiculous that ydu have to listen to all of us here
tonight asking and arguing and begging and pleading for
gsetting aside these few areas. Perhaps, five WSAs may be
lumped into three, grouping the three small areas and
adding maybe 50,000 acres and recognizing four other small
sites as RNAs or ACECs, particularly urging that Ink
Springs be designated and so forth. Thank you for your
consideration of our comments.

MR. SPARKS: Panel, any questions?

(No audible response.)

- MR. SPARKS: Okay. Thank you, ma'am. The next

speaker is Dianne Andrews.

MS. DIANNE ANDREWS: My name is Dianne Andrews.
I'm here tonight representing the Wilderness Society. The
address is 1720 Race Street, Denver, 80206. The Central
Rockies Dffice represents over 5000 Wilderness Society
members in Colorado and Utah. My comments tonight will be
brief. We will submit more detailed comments before the
May 9 deadline.

To date, less than 1% of the officially
designated wilderness in the U.S. is managed by the Bureau

of Land Management, From the looks of this draft plan, the
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il Only 44,000 acres difference. Ve're talking 'in an area of.

', 1.9 million acres, remember. In arcas closed to leasing as

proposed wilderness, here we would have our difference.

£|. 91,003 acres in natural environment and 35,000 acres in

5i. eneray and minerals. Well, surely, I must be looking at
b!J the wrong issue. 50, I looked at livestock grazing.

7i. Natural environment, oh boy, 124,000 AUMs authorized.

g | Surely, energy and minerals is going to be many times that.
g.. No, 152,000. Only, maybe 20% different. Threatened and
,0.' endangered -- and BLM sensitive plants, surely, the Natural
;i‘] Environment Alternative will provide substantive

.,!- protection, won't it? Let's see, national environment,

:J,I 21,975 acres designated as RNAs or ACECs;: energy and

14.| minerals, 19,380 acres. That's a difference of only 2600

«5| acres. And, sa forth.

This goes on and on and on. My conclusion -- the

IAL

;7,I anly conclusion I can logically reach is that the Natural

Environmental Alternative would be bhetter named the

el
1o |l stightly less @evelopment alternative. In following this

P I up, then, I compiled a table in which I examined the

Preferred Alternative for each issue, all 19 of them, and

an b

7?i' determined which other alternative it moat closely

23 followed. It was no éurpriae that the answers were always
74' energy and minerals or commodity production. My point is,

2 I then, that the Natural Environmental Alternative or the

|
|
!
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BIM plans to dn little to énlarge its share of federally

.desiénatéd wilderness lands. This is a most unwarranted

situation since the BLM lands contain the nation's last

wilderness frontier, a veritable treasure chest of diverse

wildlands. No other federal agency provides more habitat

|
6 / for wildlife or contaiﬁs more diversity of ecosystems or
has more potential for archeological discoveries.

In Colorado, demand for wilderness recreation is
growing. BLM's draft plan points out that demands for
nonmotorized forms of recreation appear to be increasing in
thé iittle Snake Resource Area, especially in the
Wilderness Study Areas. The plan goes onh to quote a 1981
study which indicates that "additional wilderness areas
will be needed in the near future to satisfy demand, supply
the economic o;timum amount of wilderness, and provide
§rotecti6n for fragile ecéuystems."

In utter disregard of the increasing demand for
and appreciation of these diverse wildlands, only one of
eight WSAs in the Little Snake Resource Area has been found
auitabxe for wilderness designation. Although each of the
three largest WSAs, West Cold Springs, Diamond Breaks, and
Cross Mountain. were found to have outstanding
epportunitlés for solitude and for primitive and unconfined
racreation, only one, Diamond Breaks, merited BLM's

recommendation for wilderness. Human imprints on all three




A~17

A-20

‘\ a9

areas are minor, according to BIM's evaluation, and
wildlife is abundant.

BLM attempts to justify its nonwilderness

- recommendation for Cross Mountain in an area which provides

crucial habitat for threatened and endangered species and
uncharted cultural resources on the basis of its moderate
to high potential for oil and gas resources. Yet, three
dry holes have been drilled recently around the mountain.
And, this irreplaceable wilderness represents less than 1%
of the federal oil and gas acreage in this area.

cold Springs Mountain which the Colorado Division
of Wildlife would like to manage for trophy elk hunting has
been bumped from the wilderness list in favor or oil, gas,
and livestock. Again, this area comprises less than 1% of
the total available mineral acreage in the vicinity. As
for livesatock grazing, at least, one third of the land
management area is in unsatisfactery condition for
livestock grazing and another third is in unknown
condition. So, in addition to the loss of wilderness
values in this area, we could see an increase in erosion
and water quality problems if BLM.recommendations are
implemented.

The Preferred Alternative would allow significant
adverse impacts to wilderness values to occur on over 60%

of the acreage studied. In the BLM's own words, quote,

MS. MFRNA STEINKAMP: My name is Merna Steinkamp
and I reside at 4700 Venturi Lane, Fort Collins, Colorado,
and I will be very, very brief tonight. T will make more
extensive and specific comments in writing later. HRut, I
would like to go on record tonight as supporting all of the
possible wilderness and special management designations
that are proposed in all of the.alternatives and which have
been eloquently supported by the various environmental
groups here tonight.

I really don't want to see our lands plundered
for more and more economically inviable abuses, such as
grazing, oil and gas. and ¢val mining. Some better balance
can and should be found. Thank you.

MR. SPARKS: Thank you. Mike Figgs?

MR. MIKE FIGGS: My name is Mike Figgs. I live

at 2216 Bluff Street in Boulder, 80302. I would like to
support the All Wilderness Alternative and specifically I'a
like to address the five Dinosaur adjacent Wilderness Study
Areas, Ant Hill, Chew Winter Camp, Peterson-Draw, Tepee
Draw, and vale of Tears. One criterion that I would like
to briefly discuss involving these is found in the
Wilderness Supplement under Criterion #1, Part 2, Special
Features. This includes ecological and scenic valleys.

It’'s not clearly stated in the Wilderness Supplement how

these areag relate to Dinosaur National Monument in

A-17

A-18

A-20

A o

"Opportunities to cxpand diversity in the National
Wilderness Preservation System would be lost, as would
wilderness opportunities within a day's drive of major
population centers in Colorado and Utah."

The people of Colorado who .care about the
protection of our public lands cannot, and will not,
acecept these irreversible and irretrievable losses. fhank
you.

MR, SPARKS: Thank you. Our next speaker will be
Dorothy Cohan.

MS. DOROTHY COHAN: My name is Dorothy Cohan and
I reside at 2845 Elm Avenue in Boulder, 80303. On looking
over your recommendations, 1 was sorely disappointed that
Cross Mountaip area was not recormmended due to the major
recreation areas, kayaking, and hiking, and including the
wildlife. I just think that our future generations need
something to be able to have fo; them to be able to see and
not just, you know, oil and gas and more pavement. And, I
think that we owe something to the future. And, the other
resource is our cultural history and I think there's a lot
of untapped resources there and }_don't think that we can
just abandon, you know, our past history of American life.
Thank you.

Our next speaker will be

MR. SPARKS: Thank you.

M. P. Steinkamp.

A 52

ecological values. 1 think that increasingly this is a
more and moée important criterion for wilderness
designation. Generally, they tend -- Wilderness Study
Areas tend to be supported for recreational features.. T
think that we need to look more and more at ecological
aspects of this.

One of the most important things are watershed
values. For instance, from these five Wilderness Study
Areas among others, Warm Springs Draw, Big Joe Draw,
Peterson Draw, Buck Draw, and Bower Draw, all empty
directly into the Yampa River. And, it's admitted in the
Wilderness Supplement that nonwilderness designation would
increase sedimentation in all of these unless mitigation is
undertaken on these sites. So, we see here that what
happens in these areas has direct impact on Pinosaur
National Monument. 1 would like to sece that you have the
ecosystem there expanded and to view these things on the
ecosystem management approach where we would be looking at
watershed values, as well as other values, in wilderness
designation.

I've noted that the All Wilderness Alternativg_is
90,000 acres or a little bit over and using the 2.4 million
acre jurisdiction of the Little Snake Resource Area, it
turns out.to 3.7% of the area. Diamond Preaks alone is a

little under 1.5%. So, although we don't want to
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|J necessarily recormend Wilderness Study Areas based on : E seven of the eight Wilderness Study Arcas in the vicinity
) percentages alone, 1 think it's clear that there's _;_ ; and to reverse them. J believe that they all contain
3 recommendation for these areas. Also, for coal leasing, substantial values that when added up are of greater long
¢|i they effect less than 5% altogether and oil and gas is 108, 4. term value than mincral development and other commercial
H | using the figures from the Preferrcd Alternative -- excuse - uses of these wilderness areas. T would, also, like to
a-20 | ¢ me, coal would be 20%. . 5 | thank you for your recommendation to designate the one
7 I noted, also, in the Rocky Mountain News last 7 Wilderness Study Area that you did recommend and I, also,
E week under an article on the ski industry in western s thank you for supporting the research and natural area
¢ 1| Colorado that Colorado Ski,_lncorporated, was mentioned 3 recommendations that you expressed.
3¢ | that tourism by the year 2000 would be the #1 international ICa A I have only had a chance to lock over the summary
" industry. And, I think since wilderness designation is a n g of your Wilderness Appendix document before 1 came to the
12 '| renewable resource from an economic standgoint that, also, i hearing tonight. One thing that I noticed that I thought
12 they are worthy of designation. I would, also, like to was sort of a glaring problem was that in virtually every
-T: ! support Ink Springs as a research and natural area. Any 14 Wilderness Study Area that you mentioned in the summary,
15 questions? . you seem to be comparing -- you seem to be expressing on
ol (No audible response.) 16 || the one hand that you did £ind that, in general, basic
0 MR. FIGGS: Thank you. - wilderness values were present in all of the areas and
H MR. SPARKS: Thank you. The néxt speaker will be A-21 8 : yet, at the same time, almost all of the areas that were
15 Z Dave Allured. 6 not recommended for wilderness designation, they were done 1
qcl MR. DAVE ALLURED: My name is Dave Allured and I 2 8o -- your recommendation was based on primarily the --
2 live at 4231 Eaton Court in Boulder, 80303. I have visited 21| excuse me. Your recommendation appeared to ke based on
22 |} Cress Mountain and the Dinosaur National Monument and the 22 | opeculated mineral values for the areas, rather than for
23 E vicinity around it several times within recent years. In 2 proven values. The exception to that was that you did
2¢ general, I would like to encourage the Bureau of Land 24 1 mention the existence of limestone potential for these
25 | Management to reconsider its negative recommendation on ;5 | areas. I think that that's sort of an unfair comparison
| |
. A 5 : '| A s
: and that you really ought to sort of statistically hélance as the fraction of the Jand which is potentially available
comparing a speculated potential ;hen you're talking about for exploitation, it seems that setting these aside as
A-21 the economic value of the oil and gas potential versus the wilderncss arcas would not significantly affect resource
proven and apparently increasingly important wilderne;s availability. And, given all of that, I simply cannot
i values, natural values that are seen in the area and that understand the decision not to recommend all eight
seem to be more and more expressed by people all theltime. Wilderness Study Areas for protection.
7 Let's see, I guess the last thing I have to say MR. SPARKS: Thank you. The next speaker is
& is merely to thank you gentlemen for taking the trip over Robert A. Ripple.
9 from the western slopes and giving us all time to hear you MR. ROBERT RIPPLE: My name is Robert Ripple and
10 out. Any questions? I live at 2075 Hudson Street in Denver and I'm representing
" MR. SPARKS: Thank you. The next speaker will be myself. I wanted to address a couple of'the issues that
12 [ Earl Jones. ocecurred to me as I looked at the Draft EIS, particularly
.3 MR. FARL JONES: My name is Earl Jones. 1 live with reference to Cross Mountain WSA. I work in the oil
i at 3033 0O'Neal Parkway, Apartmynt §-21, in Boulder, 56301. and gas industry and I am a geophysicist by training and by
i I'm here speaking mostly for myself. And, speaking !_‘or profession. And, I'm familiar with the subthrust style of
i¢ | myself, I am extremely disappointed that you only play that exists at Cross Mountain. And, I'd just like to
7 recommended one of the eight Wilderness Study Areas for point out that that kind of play is very common throughout
FET' wilderness protection. In looking over your summary, what the Rockies. The reserves that have been discovered to
g ;| T found was that there is apparently no known value in date with that kind of play are not unusually larqe and
2 | developing any of these areas and when you contrast this : that many of the oil fields along the axial uplift that
A-22 |5 [ with the known values in maintaining them as wild areas, have been discovered in recent years are of marginal
2z | the known values and preserving ecosystems, and known' >; | economic value. Also, subthrust plays tend to ke nore
21 values in recreation, it doesn't seem reasonable that these expensive. In the case of Cross Mountain, you're going to
l} areas should not he recommended for wilderness protection. have surface occupation problems. The topography is
E25||i In addition, when you consider the wilderness Study Areas rugged. As a result, it will be more expensive to drill
|
1
i !
1 ,
! I
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1 because.you're going to have to spend.mcro money creating . ,li attempting to enlarge iln the area. Bighorns are

2 roads and, also, creating drill pads. And, currently, the 2 I notoriously prone to stress. Also, roading the area for

3 price of oil is so low that I don't know of any comp;nies 3 o0il and gas would destroy a renewable resource, the

+|| in my personal expericnce that are exploring in the axial ¢ || Tecreation of the area. The fishing, the hunting, the

5!| uplift, although I understand there have been a few dry 5 || kayaking, and the backpacking will provide a more stable,

6 ‘ holes there recently. But, what I'm getting down to is I o economic base in the long run for west slope communities

7| really don't think that the axial uplift is a very economic 7 that have been hard hit by boom and bust economics and are

€ l play currently and, given the kind of reserves that we've 8 trying to make the transition to stable econcmies that will

qll seen along the axial uplift in the last five to 10 years, I 9 pay for the people for decades to come.

) don't think that it's going to be an area that's going to 0 In conclugion, almost any sedimentary basin can
A-23 Bl be particularly hot for exploration in the next five to 10 1+ }| be interpreted as having oil and gas potential by some

172 years and probably not into the foreseeable future. ,7; geclogists and geophysicists. And., the question that needs

11 I wanted to point out that natural resources are 13 to be asked is not can we exploit these resources, but in

14 ! finite and that in the Rockies wilderneas is even more 14 the case of defacto wilderness areas, do we need to exploit

15 || finite than oil and gas. and, I don't know exactly how the 15 thege resources? And, I'd like to add further that I'd

15 panel addressed the issue of surface occupancy in Cross 16 like to see Cross Mountain Wilderness Study Area and other

3 Mountain WSA, but 1 don't think that that's a very viable 17 || Wilderness Study Areas throughout BLM lands enlarged. I

g || idea either because realistically if you're going to have 1g || think 14,000 is piddly because I can walk across that in a

1% surface occupancy stipulations, i.e. you can occupy a site 19 single afternoon. And, that, to me, doesn't really qualify

20 off of the Wilderness Study Area and then directionally 20 || 28 a true wilderness experience. Thank you.

2 drill underneath into the thrusts, you would only be able _:T MR. SPARKS: Our next speaker will be Nichclas

22 to tap, with current technology at drilling depths that 2 Brown.

23 .| shallow, some very limited areas undernecath the edges. 23 MR. NICHOLAS BROWN: My name is Nicholas Brown.

2 Also, roading the areas would stress wildlife, 241l I'm here representing tonight the Colorado University

25 especially the bighorn herd that the BLM is supposed to be 25 Wilderness Study Group. Our address is Colorado University

A j A ¢

| Wilderness Study Group, Campus Box 207, University of ! In doing so, the RIM has totally ignored
! 50, L a
- Colorado, b . . i
h ol ©, Boulder, Colorado, 80309 recreation values, wildlife values, and other natural
' isited West C Sprinags Limest
3 I've visited Wes 0)d Springs and Limestone values of these areas. These can be considered renewable
« |l Ridge, as well as Irish Canyon, and 1've scen some of the resources. The DBLM wilderness study process is supposed to
5 other areas from a distance. The CU Wilderness Study Group 5 be a professional impartial process in which impartial
6| will submit written comments at a later date, but I have a ¢f| objective recommendations are to be made about the public
7| few brief ones for the moment. 7| lands. It is the U.S. Congress that is to decide which
8 I thank BLM for the opportunity to present public 8| WSAs are to be managed as wilderness and which are to be
¢} comment on the Little Snake Draft Resource Management G managed for other uses
mi Plan/EIS. It is unfortunate, however, that there's very 0 The BLM decision not to recommend Cross Mountain
H ietl k BLM for in light of -~ s 5 s s PRI
1 little else to than r in light of rather A-24] ' || as suitable for inclusion as wilderness is just one of many
|§]‘ irrational nonwilderness recommendations for the majority 12|, decisions which stands out as a glaring example of BLM
i

£ the WSAs. s 5 .
° © WShs partiality to oil and gas and other resource development

hasi i1 : .
The overemphasis on oil and gas and other interests. When BLM ignores wilderness values in Cross

resource potential are ticularly disturbing. The BLM .
° P are par arly 9 Mountain, one of the most stunning and ecologically diverse

wilder; 8 stu cess does not impl in
lo ( nes dy process o Ply handing resource Wilderness Study Areas in narthwestern Colorado, it shows

7 |: development interest leases on a silver platter with no 17 1| just how irrational RLM decision making in the wilderness
e ‘ questions asked. The .BLM wilderness study process does not 1 v study process has become. 1n this case, BLM has ignored

o || entail simply lining up Cross Mountain, West Cold Springs, % |l wilderness wildlife values, such as bighorn sheep,

20 s Diamond Breaks, and the other WSAs up and stating that high 20 || antelope, mule deer, elk, endangered fish species, as well
A-24 | 7 ! Potential for resource development exists and all the WSAs 21 || as Peregrin Falcon and Golden and Bald Fagles that use the

22 ) except for Diamond Breaks and, therefore, no W5As are 22 | Cross Mountain WSA as habitat. And, then, BLM blatantly

23 ! suitable for wilderness except Diamond Breaks which happens 23 overemphasizes resource development potential speculating

2} to have low potential for development. Yet, this seems to 2¢: on high potentisl for oil and gas occurrence. This does not

;5| be what the BLM has done. 25 || ghow anything like impartiality. .
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While BLM's own analysis shows that Cross
Mountain and West Cold Springs Mountain qualify as=
wilderness, then, BLM states that wildlife, recreation, and
natural values can be protected with administrative
designations while allowing potential oil and gas
development to occur. Well, when oil and gas development
does occur, roads are developed, pipelines are laid,
utility quarters are set up, and wildlife is disturbed and
threatened.

While supporting BLM efforts to protect rare and
unique plants in Irish Canyon and adjacent Limestone Ridge
with administrative protection, the University of Colorado
Wilderness Study Group questions the effectiveness of these
designations in times of intense resource development.

This is why the Wilderness Study Group recommends
protection for Cross Mountain, West Cold Springs Mountain,
Vale of Tears, and Diamond Breaks, as well as the other
WSAs in the Little Snake Resource Area and recommend that
protection be nothing short of inclusion into the National
Wilderness Preservation System as wildernéss areas.

Just a few more comments 1'd like to make. One
of which would he as far as Vale of Tears, Tepee Draw, Ant
Hills, Winter Camp, and some of the other small study

areas, WSG highly recommends these areas as additions to

the Dinosaur National Monument hecause  they would round up

I\ 63

Group and its chief proponent, Dale G. Berry. He's fallen
behind on payments for 13 northwestern Celorado ranches.
He -- for reservolr site and has heen in arrears on
property taxes. The Galloway Group Ltd. office in Meeker
is closed and Executive Vice President Phil Ray has found
another job. The Bureau of Reclamation has said, which

operates most of the dams along the Colorado River and its

tributaries, that the plan's chances were less than
nothing.

| So, if, in fact, the Cross Mountain Dam is not
what's really behind not designating this area as a
wilderness, perhaps it's this. "As opposition mounted,”

quoting the paper, "Berry shifted into low gear mainly

because of funding, he said. Most of the potential
investors were in the oil and gas business." So, I'm
wondering if the oil and gas people aven't the ones that
really have pushed, especially Cross M_ountain which is the
area that I'm most familiar wigh.

Maybe, reviewing quickly some of oil investing
and drilling statistics are important. On an average, B5%
of all holes drilled for ¢il angd gas are dry. I'm sorry,

Over half of those are not economical

for oil, not gas.

and that's one of the things that I learned very hard.

And, that is that there can be mud in the soils. Different

solls may not be good enough to bring in enough of the oil

A-28
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topographical boundaries to Dinosaur. Also, CU Wilderness
Study Group finds it unfortunate that the Little Yampa
Canyon has not been evaluated -~ in the scenic river
potential and that, at the very least, it should be

designated as an ONA. Do T have any more time?

MR. SPARKS: You've about used your time.
Mk. BROWN: Okay. Thank you very much.
MR. SPARKS: Thank you. Let's take ahout a five

minute stretch break and, then, we'll continue.
(Brief recess off the record.)

Our next speaker is Rogér Fuehrer.

MR. SPARKS:

MR. ROGER FUEHRER: Thank you. My name is Roger
Fuehrer. I live at 4225 Fast Mexico, Denver, Colorade,
80202. That's Apartment 1304. 1I'm here as a native of

Colorado and a highly experienced oil development investor.
I did not say rich investor because I have learned, having
invested starting in the early 70's, in the school of hard
knocks. But, before I go intc that, I'd like to say that
I, also, worked for the Bureau of Reclamation for several
years and I know that no plans to build a water project
ever die. And, I'm heginning to wonder if perhaps the real
reason why an area like Cross Mountain wasn't designated
was because there still is the plans to build a Cross
Mountain Reservoir. But, I'd like to quote the Rocky

Mountain News, Monday, January 6, 1986, with the Galloway

A

-for-all sorts of different rcasons which the investment
programs talk about. They are not able to make even a hole
that has oil economical. Over half of them that have oil
in them are not economical. This reans that orly one in 20
holes drilled on a national average are economical. But,
what we are talking about is both developmental and
exploratory drilling sites. The area of northwest Colorade
is not a development area drilling program. It's strictly
exploration. The national average is that about 93.5% of
all exploratory holes that are drilled are dry. Again,
those.that have oil, approximately half of those are not
eéonomical. So, that leaves us with approximately 97% of
all holes that are drilled or one in 40 have oil economie
recovery. I have now learned to invest in this kind of a
program would make about ap much sense as investing in a
ki area in Kansas and Texas. So, that's why 1 am not a
rich experienced oil development investor.

The average well that is economical -- a good
well produces approximately 15,000 barrels of oil over jts
lifetime which means 20 to 25 years at the current price of
anywhere from $12.00 to $15.00 a barrel and who knows where
it will be in the future. What this means is that
approximately 40 wells are going to have to be drilled to
bring in a total of about $175,000.00 over a period of 20

to 25 years.
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i The Tourist Bureau indicates that the average . recommendation for Diamond Breaks as wilderness, but I-have
75 tourist spends $35.00 a day. That is compounded to well 24 to question their decision not to recommend some of the
gi\ over $50.00 a day when you add in all of the other related T_;i other areas. Cross Mountain is the area of which I am most
'| industries and businesses. Approximately, $50.00 a day to " familiar and so it is the one which I will address. This
the local economy. Or, over the period of a lifetime of a 5 | area's wilderness values are unquestioned. It offers
well, you would have to have 2200 man day visits of s tremendous recreational opportunities: hiking, backpacking,
recreational or tourist use that would equal one well. 7| and kayaking. I've heard numerous accounts of friends who
The BLM has unigue land form features in its 8 X have run into herds of bighorn sheep and wild horses.
area. It has an opportunity to preserve some great land g 1| Cross Mountain is crucial habjitat with numerous threatened
that has not been preserved. The area of northern Colorado 10 and endangered areasc. These facts are all acknowledged in
is most excited and I would hope that all eight WSA areas n . the BLM Resource Management Plan and vet this area was not
A-26 be recommended and changed for wilderness. This would put A-21 12. designated due to potential oil and gas resource conflicts.
the economic base where it belongs, into long recreation .J’ I urge the BLM to give equal consideration to the value of
and tourist dollars without destruction of Colorado's 1a 1) wilderness as a resource in itself; a resource that, if
greatest asset and that's our natural scenery. Thank you. ,5:‘ managed correctly, will be sustainable for our need and use
MR. SPARKS: Thank you. Our next speaker is 1o I of wilderness which isn't a boom and bust cycle such as the
17| Gingy Anderson. -7 | ©il and gas economy which, as we all know, is widely
15 | MS. GINGY ANDERSON: My name is Gingy Anderson ) 18 fluctuating. This fact coupled with the high cost and
1 and I'm hére independently, I guess, although I've been G generally low cover of hydrocarbons in the Rocky Mountain
20 affiliated with the Wilderness Study Group in the past. 2 | basins means that, if anything, an unstable economic
’ 21 and, my address is Flagstaff —-- Star Route, Boulder, 2 investment for this area. Wilderness ls a sustainable
2;] Colorado, 80302.. And, I just kind of scribbled this so 22 i resource or it can be.
I'11 have to try and read it and it might be kind of hard. gl I am, also, concerned about the envirohmental
2 So, you'll have to excuse me if I stumble. 74 impacts that will result without wilderness designation of
25 * 1 want to say that I applaud the BLM's 25| Cross Mountain. Oil and gas drilling, as well as
| |
i {
|
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i S i an : ; . Linda Batlin.
overgrazing and other activities which increase surface
disturbance, will increase soil runoff and erosion and 7 M5. LINDA BATLIN: My name is Linda Batlin. 1

.\ live at 680 Tantra Drive in Boulder, 80303, and 1 represent

3 consequently increase both the suspended and dissclved 3

I 3
. loads in adjacent tributaries. As the RMP itself s myself. I have lived in Colorado almost 14 years. I enjoy

5 | acknowledges, soils in this area are very saline and so, 5 || the varied landscape and recreation possibilities. I

+|! therefore, an increase in erosion will change the solidity s i also, spend my springs and autumn exploring BLM areas. I

7 of the runoff in the surrounding watershed. Changes in B b have visited two of the eight areas in the Little Snpake

& this watershed will affect the Yampa and eventually even . s || region, Diamond Breaks and Cross Mountain. .I was sorry

5 the Colorado River. I am a geologist and not an ecologist, . ¢/ that only one of the eight areas was recommended for

2| but I do know that all ecosystems are in some way connected 1p || wilderness. I am pleased that Diamond Breaks is being

A-27 re and I d the BLM for that. But, I was

and what happens on Cross Mountain will certainly affect . f ",

12 Colorado in other ways. a dismayed that Cross Mountain was deemed as unsuitable for

wilderness. 1 find this a great inconsistency.

There are already close to two million acres of 13

ia| land leased to oil and gas just in the vicinity. There ral Cross Mountain is such an extraordinary area that

15 are, at this time, only 36,000 proposed acres of |5[ it deserves permanent protection rather than the

6| wilderness. I think that the addition of Cross Mountain as ;ﬂ" administrative protection that the BLM proposes which would

;7 |° a wilderness area would be using this land to its greatest 17 | leave the area open to mining claims. Not only is Cross

15| potential. I don't know what administrative protection is. . | 16| Mountain rich in archeological remains, it alse has

10| I guess, that's what the alternative is to the legislative ‘-2F “¢ [i abundant wildlife. Last May when I was there, we were

2| designation. But, I don't trust the sound of it. And, I : 23| crossing a grassy plain on top of the mountain and a herd

2 don't believe that it will get the protection that it ;.5‘ of antelope charged up to greet us. This WSA is about the

- : noeds. :ﬂlf most varied one that I have seen from its steep canyons to
h;; . MR. SPARKS: Questions, clarifications? 23\‘ the broad grassy plains to the breathtaking 1000 foot gorge

2 ) (No audible response.) . 24!' that has been carved by the Yampa, Surely, wildernecss

attributes abound here and this is a resource that needs to

25 | - . MR. SPARKS: ‘Thank you. Our next speaker is 25
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' | be sustained through wilderness protection. ; | wnite out. Okay. Now, above this we have a satellite |
g'| Wilderness management is inexpensive relative to 2 | picture of éhe United States at night. Okay? As I
Jli o0il and gas leasing and drilling. And, in the face of ! i } demonstrated here, USA at nicht, light equals urhanized.
A-28 4i= magssive budget cuts, it should be regarded more favorably. i 2’| Just because it's black, doesn't mecan it's wilderness.
B II 8% of Colorado's land.area remains wild, but only 4% 5 There’s a huge area here that's an .,atomic test site, for
& ; currently protected through wilderness protection. Let's o : example. It should be glowing in the dark, you know.
i not lose the other 4%. I urge the BLM to reconsider Cross 7 i Anyway, 200 years ago, the whole place was black. Okay?
8 Mountain and make 2 recommendation for wilderness ! 8 Now, the eastern half of the United States, starting from
‘9 | protection for this and other areas in the final plan. ¢ | Kansas is practically solidly lit. Okay? So, everything
19 I Thank you. . 0| has gotten whittled down. We've got lots of lights all
N MR. SPARKS: Thank you. Our next speaker is n i along the coast and all through the Rockics here. Lots of
-2 || Martin Walter. . . .',7" lights. 0Okay? That's what our culture has been doing to
.3 MR- MARTIN WALTER: Hi, my name is Marty Walter. )| the wilderness, whittling it down, whittling it down. That
4 I live at 3333 Neho Road, that's N-E-B-O, Jamestown Star " brings us down to 1.3 million acres in the Craig District.
15. Route. It isn't in any town. With your permission, I'd -y | Okay. Now, they whittle that down when they're talking
16 [ like to hand this to you. The thing I just handed out was .5;. about wilderness. Therc exists, at least, 150,000 to
17 a picture which I've been looking for for a long time. I | ,7, 200,000 roadless acres there, but that got whittled down to
ia finally found it. It's a picture of the United States at 18] 91,000 acres ~- or, actually, 9,887 acres that they
19| night by ;atellite. I was locking for some proof that 1 5, consider for wilderness. And, now, they're telling us
20 could make of this wilderness map of the United States. . 2 they 're going to whittle it down further to 36,000 acres.
7 It's 1980. You probably can't see all of it, but there's o We're only aoing to give you Diamond Breaks at 36,000 H
22 . this little map of the United States and there's some 22 acres., T don't think that's much to be thankful for.
23 (1 little black dots that designate the defacto wilderness. 1 o3 |: Okay? Although I should be polite, I suppose. But, I
24 mean, the wilderness that was left in the United States in ; 24! don't feel like it. 1T really don’t feel like it. 1
22| 1980. And, since then, James Watt has been using some : 25 | decided --"I've heen to hearings like this time and time
J
i
| =
l !
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I{ again and 1 decided tonight I'm not going -to he polite for that big of a deal. If it that's big of a deal, the
2 | once in my life because I don't represent anybody but A-29 Corgress will undo wilderness designation. I mean, what '
3 }' myself tonight. Congress gives, Congress can take away. So, I'm just.
2 You can judge from results where are these visibly upset tonight.
¢ [; fellows' hearts? I mean we've been listening all night | 50, we start with a country full of wilderness.
¢ li here, okay? Where's the oil and gas people? Their big o | We've got 3.1.million acres in the Craig District gets
7]l offices are right down the road a piece. I had to come all ;i whittled down, whittled down, whittled down. If you gave
5'. the way from God knows where and all they have.to do is B it all to us, if you gave 91,000 -- and, what are you
just walk down the road. So, where are you oil and gas s | giving it to? Are we buying it? Are we big money guys?
g || people? They must write awful effective letter because 1 15 l| Mo. Wone of us are making a dime here tonight. Not a
haven't heard a single word for oil and gas toniéh:. Now, 1 single one of us are paid. Why are we here? Because we
1'm going to stay until the end to see if I can hear one, 27 love the damn place, that's why. So, I mean, I've listened
okay? I don't think I'm going to. I get the impression .5 | and listenea and ljstened all night and got this report.
that the BLM goes way out of its way to protect the . 1f NASA gave as much consideration to safety as you do
possibility of a development of some 0il somewhere. Three ' wilderness, we'd never gotten off the launching pad, let
dry holes in Cross Mountain equals a high development . i | alone had a big accident. -It's not funny. It's just true.
potential. Well, we've got the last goddamn tributary of =7f Are we going to leave any decisions for the next
the Colorado, the Yampa. If you're not going to protect -nli generation? Any, at all?. Are they going to have any
- the last tributary, what are you going to do? When are you 16| wilderness to play with? Even decide whether they want to
A-29 going to start protecting something? It's the last free . have it or not?
tributary. Three dry holes is high potential. We've got o So, I guess, I've said my piece and I'll retire.
the last tributary of the Colorado River. It's ;21 Thanks for listening. And, I don't know. I just -- if I
free-flowing. Have you ever heard of slant drilling? If 2 ' listen to all this .tonight and I was one of you guys, I
there's a big ¢0il shortage in the future, you could have 7‘.| couldn't sleep tonight. I really couldn’t. Thanks.
this 14,000 acres —-- you can slant drill into it if it's 25)! MR. SPARKS: Thank you. Our next speaker is
i
]
o
Ji
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Lawrence Papp.

MR, LAWRENCE PAPP: My name is Lawrence Papp. I
reside at 6224 Powell Road, Parker, Colorado, 80134. I'm
representing myself. I support recommending all ejght
Wilderness Study Areas to wilderness protection. I
strongly oppose the Preferred Alternative recommended in
the Draft Resource Management Plan. 1 fee)l the Preferred
Alternative inaccurately addresaﬁs the issue of wllderne;s
protection. The eight Wilderneas Study Areas encompass
nearly 91,000 acres. Th; BLM has recommended only one area
of 36,000 acres as suitable for wilderness.

I feel that Cross Mountain Wilderness S5tudy Area,
an area of 14,08l acres that contain; some of the most
stunning and ecologically diverse country iﬂ northwest
Colorado, is worthy of wilderness protection. BIM
speculates that there is moderate to high potential for oil
and gas. The agency apparently ignores, at least, thFee
dry holes récently_drilled around the mountain. This area,
also, contains important habitat for Peregrin Falcons,
Golden and Bald Eagles.

I oppose the BLM recommendation of no wilderness
protection for Cold Spring Mountain. This area comprises
less than 1% of the total available mineral acreage in the

vicinity. This area, also, contains outstanding wildlife

values.

A

organizations I represent here today are the Colorado
Mountain Club and the Colorado River Coalition. The
Colorade Mguntain Club is an outdoor outing group based
basically on the front range, but we have members on the
western slope, too. And, the Colorado River Coaljtion
which is a group of river orientated outdoor enthusiasts
and conservation groups.

The reason why I'm representing these groups here
today is because I have extensive experience in these
areas, having been a river guide in the Dinosaur National
Monument Area since 1969. And, over those years, I've
guided probably about 1000 people through Dinosaur National
Monument. Now, some of the areas that we really enjoy
hiking up are the areas north of Dinosaur National
Monument, in particular Tepee Draw, Peterson Draw, and the
Vale of Tears.’ +hese areas all have excellent wildlife.
There are a lot of mountain lion there. It seems like deer
like to migrate alongside the rim there and the mountain
lion like to hunt them. And, I‘ve, also, seen extensive
Indian archeological sites. We've found -- blades, chips
all over. Apparently, this area geologically has a lot of
£1int and churt in it and I'm surprised that your study
does not call thia to question. Especially, ‘the Diamond
Breaks area which is adjacent to the Jones Hole (phonatic)

drainage. -- may call it a patshole (phonetic) or a

A-30

A-31 -

24

25

24

25

A

I support wilderness desiqgnation for the five
Wilderness Study Areas that border Dinosaur National
Monument. These areas would topographically complete the
boundaries of the national monument. The BLM has failed to
make these recommendations.

I do commend the BLM for their recommendation of
wilderness protection for the Diamond Lreaks Wilderness
Study Area.’ I support designation for the Irish Canyon as
an area of critical environmental concern and Limestone
Ridge as a research and natural area.

In closing, 1 feel the draft plan falls short in
protecting a small part of the Craig District BLM.land that
contains outstanding wilderness characteristics. For this
and future generations of Americans to enjoy and protection
of wildlife habitat, I strongly urge the Craiq District to
improve the plan by recormending seven more Wilderness
Study Areas for permanent protection in the final plan.
Thank you.

MR. SPARKS: Any questions?

(No audible response.)

MR. SPARKS: Thank you. Our next speaker 'is
Matthew Duhaime.

MR. MATTHEW DUHAIME: My name is Matthew Duhaipe.
1t's spelled D~U-H-A-I-M-FE. I'm a native of Colorado. My

address is 2512 Mapelton, Boulder, 80302. The

A

pothole. And, these areas are virtually abundant in Indian
remains, Matétis, pottery, old sites, and so I'm really
surprised that you aren't talking about saving some of
these sites, too.

Basically, the Colorado Mountain Club and the
Colorade River Coalition would like to see all of these
areas preserved, all eight designated as Wilderness Study
Areas. It seems like Cross Mountain, the only reason it's
really not there, is the proposed dam project. I don't see
any other viable alternative. 1 make my living as a
surGeyot and I stake oil and gas wells and I've never seen
an oil and gas well put into an area like Cross Mountain
unless there's a lot of oil there. 1It's going to be hell
trying to put a road and put a pad up in that area.

Also, the study seems to lack a lot of history in
the area. I mean, these areas all adjoin Brown's Park
which, as anybody in the area knows, covers a lot of the
ancient folklore and history of the western states with
rendezvous there. And, in partjcular, when I was a guide,
we used to point out the Vale of Tears as we were going
down the river because it's right there next to the -- and
one of the main stories that was told to us by a ranger
once was that at the Meeker Massacre, the Ute Indians took
several captives, including some white women, and they

headed off into the hills and that's where they ended up in
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the Vale of Tears. And, apparently, they did soﬁé
atrocities and one of the women were raped ahd tﬁat's why
it was called the Vale of Tears. And, I would hate to see
more Vale of Tears being'plsced on the map because we end

up raping them. So, let's try and save a few more of these

places. Thank you.

MR. SPARKS: Questions?

MR. DUHAIME: Sure, any'questions?

(No audible response.)}

MR. DUHAIME: No.

MR. SPARKS: Thank you. The next speaker is Joe
McGloin. '

MR. JOE McGLOIN: Hello. My name is Joe McGioXn.
I live at 2716 West 25th in Denver and I represent myself
First of all, I would like to thank the BLM for allowing
this forum tonight to voice our opinions. I, also, would
like to thank you for the tremendous amount of work that
you have done on the project. Even though I disagree with
it, it doesn't mean I don't appreciate Ehe work that ;ent
into it. I'd, also, like to thank all you folke for
showing up. I'd like to address my comments to the status
of wilderness in Colorado, whether it bg BLM land or ?ny
other wilderness. ;

As we all know. the population of Colorado ;s

skyrocketing relative to the other states. We, also,' know

A 7
designate wilderness based on that future need. Any
questions?

{No audible response.)

MR. MeGLOIN: No questions, but lots of answers,
huh? I thank you. )

MR. SPARKS: _Next speaker will bé Pam Hoge.

MS. HOGE: Mf name i; Pam Hoge. I live at 2300
Iris in Boulder. I've been crossing things out all
evening. I don't know if 1 can read this very well
anymore, but since I've been here this long, I'm going to
try to get through it all.

I want to start out by saying it's difficult for
me to come to testify at hearings like this in some
building in downtown Denver when we're talking about
preserving the wildlands. But, I'm here tonight because I
feel very strongly about it, obviously, and about the
dramatic need for preserving these lands and pa;éicularly
in light of the disturbing smail amount that exists today,
a mere 2.1% and the U.S. has preserved this wilderness.

1 was born and raised here in Coloraéc and now
live in-Boulder and stay because of its very special
environmental qualities as I think all of you agree with.
As a2 member of a Boulder County loag range planning board,
I understand and uppreciate'the'difficultieu you have in

trying to juggle all of the interests and.concerns while
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that éhe need for wilderness is, also, increasing. The
evidence fo; this is readily apparent. For example, the
Forest Service has had to institute the permit system in
the Indian Peaks area simply because there are so nan&
people that want to go there. If they didn’'t have a permit
system, the place would be completely overrun. Obviously,
there‘'s a demand there for wilderness. The Forest Service
has similar plans to institute the permit systems in the
Eagle's Nest Wilderness Area and the Maroon Bells
Wilderness Area, again indicating the need for wilderness.
Since éha people are going to be turned away from

Forest Service wilderness, where are they going to go?

- They're going to go to BLM wilderness in Colorado. And,

they're going to continue to do this more and more in the
future as the Forest Service wilderness gets limited in its
ability to serve the needs of the people. And, what do we
end up with? At least, in this area we're talking about
tonight, we end up with 1% of the land being designation or
I have a hard time
ufiderstanding that. Supposedly, the study is based on the
concept of multiplé use. 1t doesn't seem that way to me
when a million acres.gets appropriated for the gas and oil
industry and only 35,006 acres gets designated for
wilderness. What I'd like to see is the BLM take a harder

look at the future needs for wilderness in Colorado and

Ao

making a balanced decision. But, it really boils down to a
matter or priorities. But, priority has been development
and extraction of resources until only about 8% of
Colorado's land can.even b; considered possible wilderness.
Now, we have only eight Wilderness Study Areas
left in this area. 1 appreciate your recommendation for
Diamond Breaks and obviously am extremely disappointed in
your recommendation for the other seven areas. 1 have
spent a lot of time in the Dinosaur National Monument area
and I am very familiar with some of the Wilderness Study
Areas, in paréicu]ar the Cross Mountain one. 1've gone
back to Cross Mountain quite a few times and it's a
spectacular place as everybedy has mentioned and I know you
all know. Oée thing that really amazed me is that you
could walk within an hour and you could come across several
different types of very different ecosystems, from the high
plateau of the mountain tops to the east/@esc valleys on
We've discove;eé a lot of
Indian artifacts and were told that it was rich in
archeological heritage. We came across an arrowhead once
that was about that big. Then, to the dramatic gorge and

all of its beautiful side canyons. 1 remember standing on

the top of the rim and you could hear the rapids of, what

is it, 1000 feet below. Cross Mountain wilderness

qualities are well acknowledged. And, I'm going to say
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this and everybody else has said this. And, the potential
of 0il and gas is just that, a potential.

’ The protection of wilderness supplies a more
stable source of income for the human population in terms
of recreation, tou;ism, and habitat for hunting, as opposed
to the boom and bust cycles of the nonrenewable resource
development. I know that in the Craig area that hunting
has been a very important element in this local economy
particuiar)y during the down cycles of the energy busts.

I do appreciate your concerns in wanting to
protect these areas administratively, but the reason why
T'm here tonight is that I do feel very strongly that I
specifically want you to recommend that all eight areas for
wilderness in order to insure that their preservation
éndures the whims of the administrations in years to come.

We're not starting from scratch. We all know
that. This is the last chance for us to preserve a
dwindling, renewable resource for generations to come. As
guardians of these lands, we must rely on your better
judgment and I ask that your final plan will include a
recommendation of wilderness for all of the WSAs. And,
thank you for coming to Denver. .

MR. SPARKS: Clarificatioﬁs?

{No audible response.)
David Walder is our next

MR. SPARKS: Thank you.

I\ 83
sections of the Gr;nd Canyon or Yosemite or you pick your
spot Qeré being studied here, they probably would have had
trouble passing ycﬁr no wilderness test.

Going to Cross Mountain, the ACEC doesn't protect
an area like wilderness designation does. Here we have a
fine opportunity to proceeé it w;th wilderness and you go
You kxnow, though BLM
today ants protection of some of the wilderﬂess values of
Cross Mountain, what about your succeasofa who don;t feel
#s committed to these wilderness values as you do? What
happens in just another administration? We know how much

change can come about and without that wilderness

designation there it just really won't have the true

protection that it needs-.

To feel that you, ;entlemen of thé BLM, have done
your dﬁty by recommending only one WSA is hogwash. Really,
Congresslenaéted the Wilderness Aét, FLPMA, and many other
st$tutes to protect and presérve some of the unigue and
wonderful examples of wilderness for present and future
generations. BLM's duty is to everyone, not just certain

special interests which, of coursé, brings us to economics.

Short term greed versus long term sustainability of

resources values. You know, the energy resource extraction
business funding often has a tumultuous boom/bust effect on

the local economy. I think the people of Craig are guite
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speaker.

MR. DAVID WALDER: My name is David Walder. I
live at 2300 Iris Avenue in Boulder, 80302. Well, first of
all, I, too, am outraged, appalled, upset, and all the
other emotions that we feel because C}OSS Mountain truly is
an amazing place. I've been there a huﬁher of times over
the years and 1 could try to describe to you all the
wondere of it, but it really wouldn't do it justice. And,
if Cross Mountain doesn't qualify by the BLM as wilderness,
this decision against wilderness must be looked at as being
so discretionary as to approach being arbitrary. It's just
really an outrageous éoncept after spénding time there and
reaiiy thinking about what would qualify and’ what should.

i‘m, also, very concerned”about the proéess that
brought about this decision and about the people, the
officials, who made this decision. The bias against
wilderness by this RMP {s shortsighted and shows lack of
good faith in the process. As I skimmed the RMP, I asked
why not more wildernéss recommendatioﬁ§ in the Little
Snake? The answers found were a fine line of excuses.
They included: otﬁer wilderness areas exist close by:
potential, but hot prov;n energy resources are on a WSA:
or, it can he protected through other ﬁeans: or,
répresentation of features partially achiev;d iﬁ otﬂer

. \ .
areas. A lot of fine words. I envision that if remote

As:

aware of that. The economies of wilderness is more long

term and sustainable and to consiszently'choose these
energi economics that really produce these booms and busts
is ignoring theslonq term aspect of it. The lotal economy
can rely on recreation long into the future, long after any
possible wells have stopped producing. 91,000 acres of
wilderness will not have a detrimental effect on the
economy of the nation or c;lorado or even Moffat County.

. What I ask is that you gentlemen recover from
this hea;ing and others like it by sbending a few days in
these WSAs and search inside yourselves Snd try té find
some Of ybur lost values. I can see that, as you dangle
your feet over the edge of Cross Mountain Canyon after
spending a few nighté there away from the ﬁﬁsilé and bustle
and the pressures of peopﬁe like us, ysh can ask yourself
how should this be in 100 years? What do you really want?
What is hest? And, then, I ask you to redo your decisions
in this RMP and recommend all eight WSAa for wilderness.
And, I do have a few questions. One of which is why this
bias against wilderness and it seems to be coming out in
most RMPs around the state where' the very small percent is
recommended for wiiderness where the report, itself, does
talk about the wonderful wilderness qualities and there's
not a.whole'lot of conflict sometimes.

‘MR, SPARBKS: We won't respond to the questions
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here. If you want to stick around after .the session, why,

- the BLM staff would be glad to --

MR, WALDER: Okay. 1I’ll ask one quick question

‘more since I'm not goinq to get a respeonse. Is the

possibility of a dam any part of the decision process?
And, that's it. Thank you for ybur considerations.

MR. SPARKS: Yeah, thank you. Any clarification
questions? )

{No audible response.)

MR. SPARKS: Okay. 1I'll repeat something we
mentioned earlier that when we break after everyone --

after all the speakers are finished, then, the District

. Manager and some of his staff will be available in the room

for questions that need clarification.
The next speaker is Rosalind McClellan.
MS. BOSALIND McCLELLAN: My name is Roz

McClellan. I live at 483 Marine, Boulder, 80302. I moved
to Colorado 16 years ago which statistically speaking
probably makes me a relative old time resident. I've been
following the BLM planning process since 1981 doing
volunteer work w1t£ -- Sierra Club of the Wilderness
Society. 1I'm pleased that you all came this far to hear
our comments tonight and I'm very pleased that you
recommended Diamond Breaks for wilderness. I have quite

voluminous comments on the RMP format which I don't have

l\ 87

Regarding wildlife, especially nongame species, I
feel that the emphasis on the mineral and commodity
development of the Preferred Alternative does not
adequately address the importance of maintaining habitat.
As stated in the RMP, th;_!esource area contains habitat
crucial to many species of land animals, birdq, and fish
now crowded more and more by cumulative impacts throughout
the region from housing and mineral development, grazing,
and water pollution. Riéarian areas under BLM management
are scattered sparsely across the arid landscape of this
region and constitute the only safe haveng {9: migratory
waterfowl and other specialized forms of wildlife. The BLM
has a primary responsibility to insure that these areas
under its jurisdiction do not lose their ability to sustain
these fragile wildlife populatioqs. Unlike ;%vestock and
energy, these species, once gone, cannot be replaced.

I have lots more to say than I'm able to say in
the short time. 1 appreciated the fact that the RMP,
perhaps, more than scme other RMPs statewide acknowledged
the increasing droves of public lands users whu'depend on
public lands for other than consumptive purposes and that
the BLM even attempted to derive economic values from their
activities. The BLM is .lnvolved. in a delicate halancing
act in attempting to define c?nfliCtinq demands

objectively. It is caught between the pressure for
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the time to tell you in detail now. I like the distinction
between the alternatives compared to some other RMPs which
haa fewer.ulternatives and dildn't give you such a clear
sense of what would be necessary té further one particular
direction or another. I felt the range of choilces within
the alternatives was too small, however, and didn't allow
for genuine choices between distinct futures for the
.region. I felt that many areas have been understudied like
archeology and wildlife habitat indicating a possible lack
of funding. 1 thought some were follow through
ramifigations of the Watt era. And, I notice a tendency in
the RM? to emphasize intensive management of soils,
watersheds and water quality, timber, natural features,
wildlife habitat, forage which I've seen in eome other RMPs
which alarms me in the fact of possible serious budget
cuts. I wish there was some kind of provision on --
enhancement and restoration if we were confident that the
funding would be there to implement it. Since that's
uncertain, it might be wise in the final RMP to put in some
provisions that if funding'is not provided, some kind of
reductions would take place in the environmentally
destructive priorities in the RMP since they wouldn't be
able to be rehabilitated. And, from that point of view,
the Natural Environment Alternative is preferable if there

were to be lower funding.

24

25

A

development coming locally from the bottom up and from the
administration from the top down. 1t has, also, caught
between a past which has relied primarily on extracted
industries and grazing and a future which many feel will
tend more toward recreation and tourism as an economic
base. I would like to question an assumption implied in
‘the RMP's brief venture into philosophical speculation on
Page 3-85 that s;mehow Ioc;1 economic needs and the largest
societal need to preserve resources are incompatible.
Loca‘l conmunities throughout Colorado are finding that
recreétion can provide both a more environmentally sound
and economicaliy stable source of revenue than the
traditional extracted economic activities. Recreation,
while not as high in rank in the Craig arca as it is in the
-- well, it's second or third, I guess, depending on Moffat
or Routt County, but statewide recreation is second in
revenue producing in size. And, may loom larger in tye
Craig econory as time goes on. };nd, within the recreation
industry. I notice from your charts, that nonmechunizgd
forms of recreations, such as boating and hiking, compete
well economica‘lly with more developed forms. of recreation,
such as hunting and ORB use.

Tﬁe BLM can further the recreation potential of
the Little Snake R?source Area by placing more emphasis in

the final RMP on resource protection in the RMP and
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de-emphasizing the more unstable and environmentally
destructive economic options. By upgrading brows and big
game habitat more than you are currently planning and by
active restoration of trout fisheries and other such
activities, the BLM could go far toward achieving harmony
between local and societal interests. To gquote Ed Marsian
in the High Country News, “In the west, the time is right
for a major economic shift. The decline of mining,
ranching, of oil and gas drilling and of power plant
drilling has created a partial economic vacuum. It is, at
least, conceivable that extracted economies which destroyed
a land could be replaced by economies which maintain or
enhance the land."”

In this RMP, I would like to have seen the BLM
take more leadership in this direction. And, I'l)l be
submitting written comments on my other points. Thank you
for the opportunity to speak.

MR. SPARKS: Cilarifications?

(Mo audible response.)

MR. SPARKS: Thank you. The next speaker will be
virginia Castro.

MS. VIRGINIA CASTRO: My name is Virginia Castro.
I reside at 604 Walsen Avenue in Walsenburg, Colorado,
8108%. I'm representing myself this evening. I have been

a Coloradoan for over 18 years and that may not seem like
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really tired. It's been a long day. And, unfortunately, 1
don‘t have very formal or substantive comments to make
tonight. We will be submitting written comments.

I'd like to take off my official CEC shoes
tonight and put my hiking boots on for a moment. I haven't
had them on for a while. I'm from Durango. 1've lived
down there for about nine or nine and a half years and have
been here in Denver for about six months. And, I can say
without a doubt that my most memorable experiences in the
wilderness have been out in the BLM WSAs, the Wilderness
Study Areas. I don't think there's anything quite as magic
as finding a piece of pottery or finding a petroglyph that
no one has ever found before you or, at least, you'd like
to think that you're the first one that's found it, I've
never heen up in the Craig District until last fall and I
went over there to do some hiking with some friends near
Dinosaur and we went out to a place called Wild Mpuntain.
And, Wild Mountain is one of those areas that the BIM
dropped from consideration because it was too inaccessible
and we liked that quite a bit. We went up to Wild Mountain
and it was truly inaccessible. We spent the night out
there perched on the side of the hillside overlooking the
Green River and it was the most incredible thing because
just vast expanses of land surrounding us on all sides and

not one light to be seen in the darkness except, of course,
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very long since I look like I'm probably only 18 years old,
but I'm 19. My family has lived in Colorado for three
generations off and on, mostly on. One of the primary
reason for returning to Colorado and staying is the
spectacular beauty of the outdoors. Anyone who has visited
the Cross Mountain area, as well as the other seven
Wilderness Study Areas of the region we're discussing
tonight, knows of the beauty our state possesses. I won't
make a long list of facts and figures because I am by ro
means an expert. But, I do know what I like and want.
And, I am simply testifying to urge you, the BLM, to
reconsider your recommendations and to recommend that all
of the Wildernesg Stuﬁy Areas be designated as wildfrness.
The land needs to be protected for ourselves and future
generations. Thank you for your consideration and time

and, also, thank you for the recommendation of Diamond

Breaks.

MR. SPARKS: Any questions?

{No audible response.)

MR. SPARKS: Thank you. Next speaker is Tamara
wiggans.

MS. TAMARA WIGGANS: My name is Tamara Wiggans,
T~A-M-A-R-A, W-1-G-G-A-F-S5. And, 1 am the Wilderness and
Public Lands Coordipator for the Colorado Environmental

Coalition, formerly the Colorado Open Space Council. 1I'm

A

the stars. You couldn't see one light from where we were
and 1 thought that was a pretty remarkable opportunity for
solitude. And, in fact, those areas in northwest Colorado
have some of the best opportunities for solitude. When
either you're on top of a mountain or you're inside a
canyon, you're away f£rom pretty much every sign of
civilization out there.

These so-called desert areas are not desert
areas, at all. They're teeming with life. In one
afternoon on Cross Mountain, you can see bighorn sheep,
elk, bald eagles, deer, and antelope. We've talked a lot
this afternoon about =-- or, this evening, excuse me, about
why oil and gas and this proposed site for the reservoir
and the other reasons aren't good enough reasons, so I
won't go into that.

I'd like to say that administrative protection
for Cross Mountain is no substitute for permanent
wilderness designation. Unfortunately, this sort of
pattern —- or, the recommendations we're seeing in the
Draft RMP from the Little Snake area are kind of a pattern
that we're seeing all over the west. We're getting real
dismal recommendations from BLM not only here in Colorado,
but all over the place. And, unfortunately, if Congress is
going to hear the truth about these areas from people that

really know them, they're going to have to hear it from us.
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When Congress goes to desianate or draw up a wilderness
bill, they go and they read testimony like we're all giving
here tonight. They go back in the record and they see, you
know, umpteen people at a hearing like we are all here
tonight testifying in favor of this area. So, I'm really
glad to see everyone here tonight.

And, I'd like to make a few more suggestions.
I'd like to thank the BLM for coming to Denver. 1 suspect
things are going to be quite different for you in Craig
Wednesday night. In fact, understatement of the year. In
fact, there are a few people that are in Craig that are
sort of connected with the whole wilderness network that we
run in this state. When 1 contacted them about the
Wednesday night hearing, actually they told me they were
afraid to testify and specifically on Cross Mountain and I
think the same pressure that these people out in Craig are
feeling are probably the same pressures the BLM is feeling.
And, I would just like to say that I hope BLM can make a
different recommendation -- give us a favorable
recormendation on Cross Mountain after hearing from all the
supporters on it and recognize that these public lands
aren't just for a few, say, grazing permitees or oil and
gas companies, but they‘re for all of us and for all
different kinds of uses.

A few more real guick suggestions. We support a

A s

really respect plant and animal life that is relatively
untouched by human intrusion and there are precious few of
these areas left amongst the billions acres of land that
have been overtaken by human activity. We owe it to our
fellow species, as well as to ourselves, to support the
designation of wilderness areas and Cross Mountain and the
other seven arcas we're addressing tonight are very
appropriate places to do just that.

MR. SPARKS: Are there any other statements?

{¥No audible response.)

MR. SPARKS: If there are no more statements,
this hearing is adjourned. Thank you for taking your time
and for presenting this information to us. As I stated
earlier, if any of you have questions, we'd move into the
informal period and Bill Pulford, the Craig District
Manager, and his staff are here and, if there's anything
you'd like to ask, I'm sure that they would do everything
that they would to provide the answers to the questions
that we wouldn't respond to because of the mechanism of a
formal hearing. So, thank you. Thank you all for coming.

(Whereupon, the public hearing in the

above-entitled matter was adjourned.)
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wild and scenic study of the Little Yampa Canyon. Ve,
also, would like to sce grazing reductions if, indeed, the
range is in as bad a shape as it appears to be. We, also,
support the research natural area for Irish Canyon and
thank you for the positive recommendation for Diamond
Breaks and hope that we can turn you around on Cross
Mountain. Thank you.
MR. SPARKS: The next speaker is Diane Witters.
MS. DIANE WITTERS: Diane Witters, 80 Clear
Creek, #7, Golden. I am speaking for myself tonight as a
person that grew up in Wyoming and who has a growing
appreciation for the very rare wild areas that some parts
of the Rocky !iountain west offer us here. And, this is my
very first public hearing and I'm a little bit awed by the
opportunity that exists for people to stand up and give
their very heartfelt concerns about a place in Colorado
that's particularly rich especially in its ecological anad
asthetic (phonetic) values and I just want tonight to
reiterate a point that's heen applied 8o many times by a
lot of speakers and that is that as humans we are one
particular species, one species. Among many others who
have a tremendous degree of power in our hands and we can
choose to either protect and respect the rights of other

living species or else we can choose to dessimate them. In

wilderness areas, our prime place is to show that we do
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this report, they said, leave it as it is, and 12 per-

cent, they said decrease it. That'é 30 percent wanted

-

the increase, so there you got two to one to leave it

as it is or take it away. Thank you.

MR. LITTRELL: Thank you, Mr. LeFevre. Are

there any other elected officials in the house who would,

i
okay,

like to make comments this evening? our next

speaker will then be Mark Pearson represenﬁing the

Sierra Club. ) i
MR. MARK PEARSON: My name is Mark Pearson. I

Grand Junction, Colorado

My address is P. 0. Box 204,

81502, I'm chairman of the Rocky Mountain Chapter of

the Sierra Club, which has 7,000 members in Colorado,

many of whom use the public. lands in western Colorado
and in the Little Snake Resource Area for recreation and

other forms of enjoyment of public lands. I'm going to

focus my comments on a few specific items in RMP
right now and I'll send in written, more specific com-
ments at a later time.

I wanted to compliment BLM on its wilderness

recommendation in favor of Diamond Breaks. We support

and its boundaries for that wilder-

BLM's recommendation

ness study area; however, we're extremely disappointed H
1

by the wilderness recommendation for Cross Mountain.

We feel that it is not supported by any sort of |
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Are there any questions on the hearing procedures? If
I'1l answer them now.

there is,

We'll then proceed with the presentation.

Again, I want to say, please begin your oral statements

by stating your name, address and the organization that

you represent, if there is any other than yourself.

Our first speaker this evening, we want to give elected

officials the first opportunity to speak first, and I

will ask you to come forward, and I understand that Tom

LeFevre is the elected official who does want to speak

this evening. Tom, if you'll come forward. By the

way, before Tom starts, 1 do have three cards over here,

and I will be holding them up so you'll have an idea
of how much time you have left to speak.
MR. THOMAS FE.

LeFEVRE: 1'm Tom LeFevre, a

Moffat County commissioner. The Moffat County Commis-
sioners want to go on record tonight to keep the Cross
We figure that

Mountain Canyon in the multiple use.

there's an energy source there that we can't take away

from our kids and their kids, and we want that on the

record. While T'm up here, read some numbers off the

report that Mike Strang sent out. He asked the people

in his district, what do you think about, or do you

want to increase wilderness, leave it as it is, or

decrease it? Fifty percent of these people that answere

l B 20

‘ substantive reasoning. In fact, what BLM has put in the

document is flimsy and transparent. The BLM has
emphasized minerals to an extreme amount in this manage-|
as BLM should know, is with=-

ment plan. Cross Mountain,

out a doubt one of the preeminent wilderness candidates

in Colorado due to its combination of unegqualed recrea-

tion, wildlife, ecological and scientific values. There:

are no other areas in Colorado which offer the range of ;
recreational opportunities from white-water boating to
hunting to caving. There are no other areas which offer!
wildlife habitat for such a diverse range of big game

animals such as big horn sheep, antelope, deer and elk.

There are no other areas which are home to as many

endangered species of fish, birds and plants as is

Cross Mountain.
Against these documented wilderness-related

values BLM offers speculative, unproven o0il and gas

reserves, reserves which are confirmed by no publicly-

available published data. Ilow can BLM expect us as the

public to swallow the hugely inflated dollar figures

of the RMP for unknown and unproven resources?

There is not similar treatment given to the economic

value of recreation on public lands. Recreation is one

of the major growing industries in Colorado and is not

|
i
!
subject to the economic downturns of the mineral industrj
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and the livestock indusLry. The arid country of the

intermountain west such as found in Cross Mountain and

the 1ittle Snake Resource Area is growing increasingly

popular with recreationists, and if it is managed wisely

and BLM does not allow those features that make the
land special to Cross Mountain be destroyed, then Craig

and other local communities around it can expect to reap

increasing business from that growing scgment of the

Colorado economy.

The vast majority of the two million acres of

public minerals in this resource area is open to mineral

leasing. There's no reason that Cross Mountain needs to’

be sacrificed for potential mineral édevelopment. The

mineral emphasis of the RMP is demonstrated simply

by the amount of space’allocated to mineral discussions

in here. You have 34 pages just on minerals, which is

more than the combined total for wildlife, recreation,

cultural values, wilderness and natural history, and

I think that's also pointed out by the fact that the

only changes that have been made to this RMP since

the working group that met last September here were

those changes made to appease the mineral industry.
The only other change in here was in favor of the live-

stock industry, & change in an allotment that had been
Slated for wildlife emphasis to a livestock emphasis.

I

.E§2;_

but

supplement my comments with written comments later,

thanks.

MR. LITTRELL: Thank you, Mark. Ilugh Newton

representing himself.
Newton.

MR. HUGH NEWT

My name is Hugh My

mailing address is Box 1723, Steamboat Springs. I'm

representing myself.

First of all, T‘@ like to support the. BLM in

their designation to wilderness of the Diamond Breaks

area. T've hiked in that area on a few occasions,, and

it was gquite a nice area, and it does have all the

qualifications there. I'm also rather surprised that

Cross Mountain wasn't included in it. 1It's one of the

most unigue areas in the whole Craig District. . Like

Mark said, it has, iiL's one of the only areas in the

state where you can find all four major big game -~

you can find all four species of the big game here in

Colorado, the antelope, the deer, Lthe elk, the big horn

sheen. I don't think that Lhe multiple use designation

would -- you know, it would offer some protection, but

it would still allow the oil and gas d¢xploration in that

area, and right nrow 1 think that would destroy the

wilderness values that are there currently. It would

destroy some of the wildlife characteristics. I don't

think big horn sheep would stick around too long around

well
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my last minute T wanted to taik about

Well, in

the livestock program up here. I spunt the day looking

through the range program files of the Little Snake

Resource Area, and I was appalled. The program up here

has been a shambles There are livestock grazing bills

that have been delinquenl more than a year. There arxe

range projects that have been built in the wrong loca-

tions., There are range projects that were built without

authorization for environmental review by BLM. There

are Lrespass cases that have been going on for decades

I think the

that have not been pursued by i public

the range department

in

should be told just exaclly whe

was i1n charge of the program when these abuses were

occurring. 1 think the Sierra Club's going to be  taking

a very active interest in the adninistration of the

range program up here, and as part of this record, T7'd

like to request that 1 receive every environmental

assessment for every rauge project for every allotment

in the Little Snake Resource Arca from now on.

It's quite astounding that BLM can come up

with hundreds of range improvement projects in the back

of documents here claiming that they have specific

information showing thal those are needed when they

@on't have erough specific information showing that

reductioﬁ should be made in those allotments, and T'l1

B

drilling rigs that go up are in that
i

there with the big

area.
Currently fight now there's roungly 1.8 millioﬂ
acres in the Craig District available to oil and gas
'
Jeasing. Cross Mountain would only offer another

14,000 acres or just over that, which is only about one

percent of the available acreage right now.. It doesn't

secen like that's a whole lot to lose to wilderness.

The wildernuss values aren't replaceable, and right now

the oil and gas, there scems to be guite a big area och

to that right now,.

.Also, with tLhe physical léyout of Cross Moun-

tain, I don't see why Lhe oil and gas veople couldn't

drill in with the technology’ they have these days,

1
they couldn't drill outside the boundaries and drill in J

at angles if they d¢d indeed feel that there was a large

reserve underncath the area. ‘
There was guite a bit of public support for

the wilderness designation for Cross Mountain, and I {

guestion why the BLM, who they are representing when

they throw it out. They themselves rated it very highlﬁ
for a wilderness area.

On the grazing, just 1doking through your book |
or through the thing there, currently there's approxi-

—_

mately 37 percent of the acreage in the Little Snake
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Resource Management Area is classified as unsatisfactory'
with another 33 percent that hasn't even becen looked

into closely, and only 30 parcent of it was rated as

satisfactory. So the inventoried area, that's more than

it is rated under satisfactory.

50 So I think

percent of

there needs to be something done or looked into as far

as restrictions as far as the grazing, and 1've scen
several areas, you know, hiking and hunting in the area
to where it's been evident.

Now, as far as the riparian habitat, I feel

that ther needs to be something done to protectL some

of that from the over~grazing, possibly some fencing

or something like that. Right now the cottonwood stands

aren't coming back. A lot of the shrubbery and the

likes haven't been, you know, 'it's just not reproducing.
T've seen areas on private land in North Park which
have been fenced and the riparian habitat is in quite

good condition there. Maybe something like that could

be implemented here.

I looked into the economics of the oil and

gas in this area. Currently, or 1980 figures, 1.1

percent of the poopble in the district or approximately
160 people were employed directly with the oil and

gas area. That's out of 14,660 people. And in 1986
they're going to be closing between 2- and 4000 producing

B |

5 I iive in that area riqhtk

51, Maybeli. 1'm a rancher.

across the mountain, I guess. We've heard comments i

here tonight on the amount of game that are on that

mountain. If you want to go down there any time of thel
day you can count the, in the wintertime, the game in

my fields from ten o'clock till noon, the elk and the

deer. They do not eat on Cross Mountain; they eat on l

ny fields. 1If£ you want to check, L can surc prove it. l

My folks have been there since the turn of

the century, and I agree on some of that range in the !

condition that the range is in, but we are taking tLhe I

blame for this, and within my lifetime 1've seen as

many as 700 head of extra cattle in there that were notl
permitted, and thefe Wwas no way we could get rig of l
them. There was no legal way of moving them, and when

we Lake the blame for what somebody else does, I think

you're getting out of line.

Since I have had control of that, I've had thel
land in there that's leased, the lease that belongs to
(spelling phonetically), and

Bogles Barms I will |

challenge anybody to prove that that range has gone

|

there's some geological that are available no where

downhill. As far as Cross Mountain being different,

having different type of things, as far as geology,

else in the world, but as far as the difference in the

—_— JRRNEDEEN U _
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1 0il wells. So with that type of a trend, it seems that %
2 the wilderness designation would be in order for Cross l
8 Mountain.
4
I also support your ACEC for Irish Canyon,
5
o support the Limestone Ridge RMA, support your wilderness
]
7 designation for Little Juniper Canyon or Little Yamba
8 Canyon, and I'd like to thank you for the time. 1I'll !
9 also be sending in a written comment or a written state—:
10 ment to supplement this.
n MR. GLEN SEKAVEC: Excuse me, Hugh, I have a
12 guestion. There are a lot of miles of ripairan
° habitat in the Little Snake Resource Area, the Little
14
15 Snake and other tributaries. You spoke about the
6 habitat. Do you have specific areas in mind, or in
17 your written comments, will you provide them to us?
18 MR. HUGH NEWTON: 1 will put them in the
19 written comments, if you'd like.
2 MR. GLEN SEKAVEC: Put in those specific areas.
2 MR. HUGH NEWTON: Yes. One of the areas I'm
22
thinking of is along the Little Snake, be north of
23
2 Little Park, in that area there, be the west side of
25 ? Cross Mountain from 318 south actually.
26 E MR. LITTRELL: Thank you, Hugh. ls there any
27 i other gquestions from the panel? Sam Rinker.
28 ) MR. SAM RINKER: I'm sam Rinker. I'm at Box
- ' ]
[328
L 1ivestock or the habitat, there's a considerable area
2 in thal part of the world thail is that same type, and
3 the main purpose as far as I ca